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PREFACE 
This study attempts to measure the ability, the effort, 
and thB educational program of Washington County. It also 
-
recommends an educational program based upon ' the ability of 
the county to finanoe it. • 
The writer desires to express an appreoiation ,to Mr. 
A.P. Taylor and Mr. MOss Walton of the state Department of 
Education for the spleDdid oo-operation and helpful ser~ces 
• which they have rendered. Acknowledgements are also due Yr. 
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John M. Smoothers, Cuunty Court Clerk of washlngt~ County, 
and V~ . J.F. hlcWhort er, County School ' Superintendent of 
Washington County. I wish to express ~ sincere appreciation 
to President H. H. Cherry for the inspiration and aid which he 
has given me. I am grateful to Mr. A.C. Burton and Dootor Lee 
. 
Franois Jones f or their interest and suggestions, to Doctor 
1 .0. Taf!, my minor professor, for his helprul guidanoe and 
suggestiona. Grateful acknowledgements are also due Doctor 
~t B. Smitk, my major prof essor, for his patience, ' crlt1-
ci.sms, and careful supervision of this' :work. I also wish to 
acknowledge the aid and enoouragement given by my wlfe~Anna ' 
Pauline Howard. 
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CHAPTER I 
InRODUCTION 
< - .~ . 
---'--- , 
:. j, 
. 1 
Yiaehington County is looated in the oentral part o~ Xen-
tucq in what is cal] ed the outer Blue Grass Region. It was 
organized in 1792. haTing the distinction o~ be1.Dg the ~irst 
county organized by the new State o~ Kentucky. The principal 
industries o~ this county are agriculture, stook rais1.Dg,and 
dairy ~arming. At the time o~ tak:1.Dg the 1930 Federal Census, 
94 per oent of the 191,360 aores was in farms. The principal 
town is Springfield with a population of 1,487; the total popu-
lation of the oounty 1s 12,623. The publio sohool system in-
eludes, in addition to the county sohools, the Springfield 
Graded Sohool. There is also a paroohial school in Springfield. 
This topio was seleoted ~or study because the writer had a 
• personal interest in this county, hav1.Dg had his elementary 
training there ar! having later worked as a teacher in the oount-
y sohool system. The attention of the writer was directed to such 
a stud7 as a result of his hav1.Dg read similar studies that have 
been made of muoh larger units. 
It is the purpose of this chapter to treat' briefly the ~ol-
10w1.Dg topics: 
1. Statement of problem. 
2. Scope of study. 
3. Sources of data. 
4. ~thods of treatment. 
, . Definition of some terms used in this study. 
" .. 
. -- -' 
- -
• 
• 
, 
• 
-". .. 
" .:- , 
.' 
, 
, 
• 
- ,.. ' .. 
6. i brief review ot some other similar studies. 
Statement ot the problem.- The problem is four-~old: . 
1. To determine the abilit y ot Washington County to ~inance 
its educational program. 
2. To deter~e the eftort that Washington County is now 
making to finance this program. 
3. To present the educational program as it now exists. 
4. To set up an. eduoational program as ~t should be in 
light ot the ability of Washington County. 
Scope ot the stud~.-- The scope of .this study. is limited 
to the ability and etfort of WaShington County to finance its 
eduoational program. It is so limited in order . to .make a .more 
thorough study of these tactors. It does not come within the 
scope at a study ot this nature tc include all the factors that 
one might wish to include. The scope of this educational program, 
• 
as defined later in this chapter, includes the first twelve 
• grades at the public school system. The ability and effort will 
be treated only in terms ot the present statutory limitations. 
§ources ot data.-- The data tor this study have been se-
cured trom the. following sources: .. ~~" " 
" '. 
1 . • Reports of the State Tax Commission. 
2. Reports of the State Superintende~t at Public Instruc-
tion. 
3. Original records in the oftice of the County Court Clerk. 
4. Original records in the oftice of the County Superintendent 
of Schools. 
5. Original records in the ottice of the City Superintendent 
of schools • 
-. 
. --
-_ .
... 
6. The '~30 Federal Census. 
, .. i . " 
• 
, , 
., 
. 
" 
7. Other studies similar to this that have been made on a 
muoh larger basis. such as. Llams. Smith. Uort. Norton,and. others. 
Mothod or treatment.-- !he method ot treatment 18 oo~ar&-
tiTe and statistical. T.ae statistioal. treatment ilf 8im.ple.Waah-
•• • • :: ~ . ...~ :l. .... 4f' ' ." 
1I:&tQl1 Count;v is oompared ldth the aTerage ot. counties in X&%1- . 
" . 
,. 
- , 
tuok;v, with a group ot oounties that ranks low, and with another 
. , 
-. 
group that ranks high. (See note below Table I. p. 30.) 
Definitiops of terms.-- !hcre seems to be such a Tariation 
in use ot terms amollg students. ot education and others, that the 
• 
writer teels that some terms should be defined in a study of this 
nature. Suoh terms as abilit;v, measure of abil1t;v. ettort,measure 
of effort. and eduoational program are defined • 
. 
What is Ability? Norton says: "Lbility to support schools 
is thus defined as the number of unit~ of economic power behind 
eaoh unit of edl~cational work to be :performed." In other words, 
, 
he says: "Abilit;v is the number of · units of economic power per 
1 
ohild to be educated." 
Morri son says: "By ability we mean the fisoal eapaeity which 
a d1t'1triet has to maintain 
· 2 
d.istriot." 
3chools as compared with the capaci't7 
" '-:; ~, . . ' 
of another 
~exander says: -Ability to 
J 
support sohools means the · taz 
.. rate on tull or actual value. n .... .' ~ . . 
• 1 . 
J 0 1m X:. liTo rt on. .:T",h,-,;e;-,;A."b,-"i",I'1io-'t":,y,-::o""f--.;t:"h~e~S~t;soa~t;>,e,,,s":-'.:t,=o,-"S~U~l1""P",o~z:..>t,-:",EC;d~lW~a"':'t:,,io;o_n, 
Researoh Bulletin of the N.E.~. Vol.IV.No.1&2. January & ~ch, 
1926 • . p . 1 2. 
2 - , 
-
Henry C. Morri son. School Reyenu~ (Chioago. University of 
Ch1p.e.go Press.1930},p.171. -
3 
Carter Alexander. Edycation Finance Studies (Bureau of-Publi-
oations, Teachers College,Columbia Univers1ty,l~31), p.66. 
,-
..:; - , '. . 
. -
.. '. ... . 
-...... 
. .. 
~- . ,-.,c---:" -- ....,.. - . "' ........ ,... 
. -
. :. .. -' . -• 
" 
• 
.. 
' . 
• 
. 
• 
• 
-. 
• What then oonstitutes ability? -The original idea soems to 
have been that possession of property constituted bility, but 
the value of property depends upon its power to yield the owner 
4 
a revenue." 
Smith defines ability as follows: "Ability to BUpport edu-
--. 
-
.ation is the units of economi. power baek of each unit of edu-
_.-
, 
.ational work to be performed 
5 
in the first twelve grades of our 
publio school system." , , -. 
. , 
This study a.cepts the definition of ability given by Smith, 
as it seems to include the main thought ' found in the others and 
is worded so that it should be understcoQ by all. 
What are the measures of ability? Kart,in his pioneer study, 
has said: 
nAs a matter of faot,we need only to obtain the 
value of taxable property to have a measure of the 
relative ability of a locality to pay local taxes for 
supporting schools. This oannot be done exeept where 
assessment of property values is made by a central-
ized system of assessments for -determining the rates 
a t which local offi,cers assess property. In the for-
mer case,the assessed value of property is the meas-
ure of ability to pay local taxes ~or sohool purposes. 
In the latter,either the equalized or the fUll value 
obtained by applying ~he rates of assessment to as-
sessed values is the desired measure. We need only to 
determine ability to pay under the tax system actual-
ly to be used.- 6 
, ' ,'. 
, 
At another time Mort said, "The amount of taxable wealth 
or taxable income per weighted pupil is a better indio at ion of 
4 . -, 
C. C.Plehn. Introduction to Public Finanee (Chicago.Macmillan. 
1926),p.92. 
5 
5ert R.Smith. The- Ability of Kentucki to Financ e Public EdM-
cation. unpublished Doetor of Philosophy aissertation,Peabody 
College. Uashville. 1932. 
6 
Paul R.MDrt, State S~~Dort f or Public sehoo~s (New York , Bu-
r eau of Publications, Columbia University 192 >. pp. 16-11. 
" 
.. _ -to _~ 
, 
,-' 
, ","",: 
~..s;", "", . '.: 
~ .. -, . 
..' 
• 
• 
• 
--
1-
. -,
. . . , 
• 
... ... -''' . 
' !.,... • 
- . 
,.. , .. 
. ... J, 
5 
ability to support education than the amount of taxable wealth 
7 
or taxable income per teaoher or per pupil." 
The same author also write s, "The taxable wealth or taxable 
income back of each weighted pupil is an improved basis .for .om-
B 
paring the ability of eommunities to support education ." 
Ai! sms measures abili t7 in the .£ollowi.ll& ways: . . . . .. 
. . ' WIn attempting to get the abilities of various 
oounties to support edueation, the following points 
will be discussed: The state assessed valuation per 
child of school age (6-18) in KentuckT, the true 
wealth pe~ census child, . the true wealth per ohild 
enrolled in the public schools and the true wealth 
per .apita, currsnt income per census chil~ and per 
capita, and the abi11t7 as determined by the ratio 9 
of adults to children, eombined with per eapita wealth." 
Norton gives an excellent summar,y: 
"In chapter 1, the following measures of the 
economic power ot the states were ~gested: Value 
ot tangible wealth (aggregate wealth ), average an-
nual total income, average annual current income, 
and index of economic resources, made up of the av-
erage annual current income plus one-tenth the value 
of wealth." 10 ... 
• Plehn agrees with Norton and says: "Then there are two 
ways ot ascertaining faculty ------- . In the one it is proper-
ty---; in the other it is income . f rom prop ~rty ---. Income torma 
a better starting 
1 1 
propeTt7." 
point tor the determination of faculty than 
- .. 
. ~. 
. . 
.. 
. . 
MOrrison agrees with Plehn and state~ that: "In estimating 
7 \' '. 
.. 
. .. 
Paul R. Mort, T Measur ment ot Educat 0 
Bureau of Publications, Columbia UniverSity, 3 . 
Ibid., p • .83. 
(New York, 
p.77. 
9 
J e s s e E •. "-liams, ~A~S~t~U,!jiiL,.go~t~tc£!h~e'-fE~o~u~a~l~i..3z;,!;S.o.!tc.,!i..!:0!.linwo~t...,j.Ed.~uc~a:Jt~·!.!o:!!W~::l0~ll~ .­
Dortunities in Kentucky (Lexington,University of Kentucky,192 >, 
p. 174. 
10 
John X.Borton, op. cit.,p.29. . . 
11 ,. 
C.C. Plehn, op. cit., p . 94'. , -~ --
• 
, 
.' ... 
-, . ,"' -
. . 
, 
• 
-~---------------------------""·~·~·7"""",·.·,·, """·~·_11_.~ 
• 
- -
an indi vidual's 
0' 
12 
ability. we must begin 'with' his ineome. n 
Lutz states his pre~erence ~or inoome in the ~ollowing man-
ner: "These and other di~~iculties have led to the preferenoe be-
iJl6 given to 
1} 
of ablli,ty." 
1no~me rather than to property as the better measure 
. 
h • 
• • 'P" • 
, 
I.n the light o~ the varioua measurements of ab1lity to sup-
port education, a oomb1nation o~ wealth and income has been ae-
, 
cepted by this study as the B~est measure of ability. fhus, the 
. 
units of economio power are wealth and income, and the unite OJ 
edueational work to be perlormed are ",pupils -in ·,sghool , oensus 
and the pupils in average daily attendanoe. Ineome see~ to form 
a better measure o~ the ability to support education than wealth, 
but under the present system o~ taxation inoome is hard to de-
termine. 
~~t is etfort? Norton defines effort by saying, aIn this 
. '. 
section, effort made by a state to support education 1s detined 
, 
as the percentage of its economic power annually allotted for 
. 14 
school maintenance." 
.. 
.. ' 
. . 
. .: 
~rrison defines effort in the ~ollowing terms: 
. 
"The rate reveals in some measure the effort 
which the people are makiJl6 to meet their eduoa- . ' . ~"­
tional obligations. The rat e ,however, is a poor . 
index unless -taken in connection with the ratio 
which assessment bears to true valuation. In gen-
eral, if both rates and assessments were uniform, 
few inequalities in the burden of support would 
be found, but very much greater , inequality in the 
12 . 
Henry C. Morrison, op . eit., p. 116. 
-. 
Har~ey L. Lutz,. Public Finance (New York,D.Appleton,1929),p.298. 
14 
., John K. Norton, op : cit •• p. 48 . 
School Census 1 ~pludes years 6-18 in Kentueky. 
-
, 
. ' . 
•• • 
.- .. 
~ . -
.-
~~~--~--~~------------------
: 
... 
- . 
character of the schools than is now ·the case. 'On the 
other hand,if rates were strictly in inverse propor-
tion to valuation per school ohild, then there would 
be substantial equality in the charaoter of the schools, 
s~ far as oharaoter is dependent upon revenue, but 
greeter inequality in the burden laid upon tax-paying 
incomes than any which now exists. ~he true situation 
is !ound in the middle ground. On the , .. hole, a notable 
effort is made to support good schools .regardless of 
valuation,but the inequalities in tax-paying ability 
are too great to be overcome by the efforts which 
~stricts are able to make." 15 
. 
In defining effort in another_study liorriaon says: 
. 
aIf the state a t tempted to describe equal. op-
port~ity in terms o! the schools of. rich residen-
tial suburbs , there would be an early exodus from 
the state ot all movable capital. Obviously,no such 
act can ~isregard district effort, expressed as a 
minimum tax rate or some derivative thereof. Other-
wise, some districts .... ould promptly relax to the 
extent ot their receipts !rom the state treasury. 
The distribution is necessarily some form of per-
pupil grant, 1m h that there will be available in 
the district a specified amount per puptl or some 
fUnction thereof, counting together the amount 
raised locally and the state money received. Ef!ort 
i s the amount raised locally divided by the taxable 16 
resourc es, that is, the tax rate for school purposes." 
'1 
This study defines eff~rt as the tax rate on the true value 
of property. This definition is given because true value seems 
to be ~ a good ; measure of ability. Therefore, the tax rate on 
the true value is a better index o! effort than ~cother. 
What are the meaeurel! of etfor~? .. Effort is more easily _ 
me~sured than it is defined. .. ., ,... -, : . . . 
.< • 
. '
15 
"A simple way of comparing efforts put forth by 
school districts to maintain schools is to compare 
their tax ra.tes. OlVing to the wide variations which 
it has been shown exist among districts as to the 
percentage of true va.luation which is ass essed, it 
H.C. Morrison,.The Financing of Public Schools in the State 
Qf Illipois, (Chicago,Uacmillan , . 1924), p. 52. 
16 
H.C. liorrison, School Reyenue (Chicago,University of Chioago 
Press,1930), p. 196. 
. -
.'" , 
. . 
~·11 ·!"'=~J:'--1. ... 
• 
• 
. 
• , 
- ~ .. 
is neoessary to present as measures of effort both 17 
the rates aotually levied and these rates equaltzed." 
In the 1928 Report of the Tax Commission of the St~te of 
Borth Carolina the following measures of effort or burden are 
listed: 
-Evidently; in order to measure tax burden the 
taxes paid must be reduced to a oomparable ba se or 
b~se •• This ~y be done in a number ot ways:(1) Re-
ducing the taxes to a per acre basis by dividing 
the total taxes paid per farm by the number of acres 
in the farm; (2) expressing the taxes in terms of 
orop acres per farm; (} ) showing the taxes paid per 
$100 gross reoeipts, gross expenditures, or capital 
invested in the farm; (4) oa'.culatiDg the per oent 18 
ot the net income or net r eturns absorbed by taxes. n 
8 
Adame in his study states that burden oannot be measured ao-
curately, but factors whioh tend to show the proportion ot as-
sessed wealth, or real Health, or economic income that is spent 
eaoh year f or schools, will at least give some indication of the 
burden 1nTolved. 
17 
He lists the following: 
"1. The per cent which ' both the accrued economic cost and 
cash disbursements are of the assessed wealth. 
2. The per cent which both the accrued economic cost and 
cash disbursements are ot the actual or true , wealth. 
, 
, .. }. The per c ent which the local -contribution to ~he &0-
• 
-
• . r . 
crued eoo~omic oost is of the assessed wealth,true 
4. fhe per cent the accrued eoonomic cost is ot the eo~ 
F.H. Swift, Policies in Public School Fjnapces in the United 
States ( Columbus, Ginn & Ce., 1 ~31), p . 399. 18 
Re nor t of Tax Commission of North Caroli~ (Rale1gh,1928),p.147 • 
. - .. ' 
---
. 
co 
r 
..- ,""' .. .. 
onomio inoome. 
5· The per cent that the average state oontribut i on over a 
three year period is of t he accrued economio cost and 
19 
cash disbursement in each county." 
In this study effort is measured ,by the amount of taxes paid 
per capita, per census ohild, and per ohild in average daily at-
. " o ..... 4, 
tendenoe. Effort is also measured by the amounts spent for roads, 
, 
general purposes, and current expenses of education. The tax rate 
for all purposes and the tax rate for education are used as a 
, , 
. .. r' 
measure of effort. The per oent of the ourrent expenses of educa-
tion distributed acoording to charaoter olassifioation is also 
used ~s a measure of effort. 
. " 
- , 
What do we mean by an educational prograg? It does not come 
within the scope of thi s study to speoify what oourses shall go 
into an educational program , but an eduoational program wil] be 
discussed in tel 'rns of administration and supervision, teachers, 
size of sohools, length of the term, type~f organization, our-
, 
rieul~~, transportation, bu ildings and eqUipment, and cost. 
Adams say; 
"We are not so ,much ooncerned here whether 
the mini mum program inoludes the kindergarten, free ' 
lunohes, free textbooks,eto., as muoh as we are oon-
cerned with the whole cost . In other words, the bud-
~, ' get proposed for the mi nimum program is one whioh- the 
s tate seems amply a ble ,to support, and, as other fao-
tors need to be inoluded in the minimum program, they"',' 
can be utilized." 20 
Cookin& in discussing what is necessary in an eduoational 
program says, 
"We all can agree possibly that at least an 
eduoational program should provide all individuals 
with the mechanics of tools of learning and, in ad-
19 
Jesse E. Adams, ~ Study i n t he Ecuali zation of En~catiQnal 
, • Opportuniti es in Keptucl;y ( LeXington, University of Kentucq, 
1928), p. 137. 
20 
Ib ic. ,. p. 238. 
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dition, should do something to fit the individ-
ual for the soc ial and economio order in whioh 
he is plaoed. ~his is an irreducible minimum." 21 
MOrt lists the following as oriteri a for choosing the ele-
..... ~ 
10 
ment s of a minimom program: 
21 
. -
. 
'"1. ,m educational undertaking found in &1.1 oommonities in 
the state when the . equalizing program takes effeot 
should be ,included in . the minimum program. 
2. When, because of condi tions over which the local oom-
munity has little or no oontrol, supplementary under-
-takings are neoessary in order ·to make it possible to 
CRrry on any activity ohosen under the first principl e 
above, these undertakings should be .included in the 
minimum program. 
, . 
3. When additi onal offerings are required in order to sup-
ply eduoational returns commonly expected from the min-
imum program, but whioh, beoause of conditions over 
which t he local co~unity has little or no control, may 
be expected to materialize , these additional undertak-
ings should be included in the minimum program • . ' __ 
4. It there is reason to believe that the inclusion. of a:rJ:3 • 
. ' . 
element in a minimum program will have any .other than a 
, . .. ~ 
salutary effect upon the educatio~l offering in any com-
. . 
munity or will bring about harm that i8 out of proportioD 
to the good 1,nvolved in including it in the burden to be 
22 
equalized, it Sh0uld be omitted from the ,minimum pro&ram.-
Welter D. Cocking,"~he Present Crisis and Economies in Publio 
Education~ Feabody Reflector aijd !R,m"i Newe , Vol.V,No.7 , (July, 
1932), p.272. , '_ """c',,, ". 
.22 
Paul R. Uort, OPe cit., p.~ " 
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Swift says that the term minilllUlll program will be u &ed to in-
dicate the educationa l offering within the reaoh of every child. 
"The mos t satisfactory ~~y to determine the 
minimum progr am would be to set up certain stand-
ards as to the kind , qual i ty, number and aooessi-
bility of the eduoational facilities to be included 
in this program. Shall our minimum program include 
high Bchool and kindergartens as well as elementary 
sohools? Shall it include free textbooks, ~ree 
lunohes, and free transportation, and, if so, under 
what oiroumstances? To what extent shall i t include 
all year supervision, Americanization classes, part-
time classes, and supervis~d playgrounds? How many 
teaohers and. other school offioes shall be provided? 
What qualifioations shall be demanded and what sal-
aries paid? The foregoing questions- suggest the 
soope and difficulties involved in determining the 
m111imum program. The cost of providing the minimum 
program will very from district to district and. 
from school to sohool. The aggregate cost o~ pro-
viding the minimum program for eaoh distr1ct will 
be the cost whioh the state undertakes to guarantee 
and to equalize. A less scientific but far simpler 
and therefore more practical method of determining 
the minimum program to be guaranteed and equalized -
by the state is to set up a standard. of expenditure 
per pupil in average daily attendance and to com-
pute f or each d i strict in the state, and then for 
the entire state, the cost or such an expenditure."2} 
In this study an educational program will be thought of in 
terms of administration aud supervision, teachers, size of 
schools, term, types of organizations, curricull'm, transporta-'ion, 
buildings and equipment, and cost. It _is the belief of school 
authorities at least that it is the duty of the state to fi-
nance the current expense but not the capital outlay of publio 
education, therefore, the above items are selected as an ed-
ucational program. 
A brief revi ew of some similar studies.- In revi _wing these 
studies the writer has followed an outline that Carter Alexander 
2; 
F.R. Swift, Polic ies i n Public School Finances in the Unite~ 
States ( Col~~~us , Ginn & Co . , 19;1) , p . 404 ff • 
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used in his Educational Finance Studies. His outline incl udes 
the problem, source of data, method, findings and concluai ona, 
and evaluation. 
25 
Jesse E. Adams' Study 
~ .... ~.". 
. .-
.. - .. 
Problem.-- ~he purpose . of this study is thres-fold: 
• • :. I . 
1. To rank. the eov~ties of the state on .different items in 
order to get a oomparison w1t~ other oount i es. 
. '. 
2. ~o _ reveal the great educational inequalities in Kentucky. 
--
3. To suggest a plan. whereby these inequalities m&7 be 
. . . 
lessened. 
~ources of data.- Data for this study were secured trom 
- -. 
reports from the State Department of Education, data on file in 
the office of the State Tax Commission, questionnaires sent out 
- -by the State Department of Education, and the United States Cen-
sus of 1920. 
¥¢thode.-- The author's methods are largely statistical. 
After the counties were ranked on the various items the author 
was able to make certain conclusions and proposed remedies. 
24 
. . " 
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Findings and CODclusions .-- , 
. .. .. .... ~ - .. , . 
. 1.1;... _.. ;. . 
1. There is a great inequality in the expenditures .for ed-
, • .,.. t • • -:: 
., .. '" , ... 
ucation in the different oounties. 
f - L " 
2. The per cent of assessed wealth necessary to meet the 
.. . 
accrued economic cost is five times as great in some 
counties as in others and the per cent of assessed 
wealth nec e'ssary to meet the cash disbursements varies 
Carter Alexander, Educetional Finan~e Studies (~eache~s 
College,Columbia University, 1931 ). _ .• _ . .:;.. ~ • .:~ ... . 
25 . -.,. ". - .. ; ~ .. 
Jesse E . ..Adams;' /-. StudV' 1iJ t ile Eou l-izetion f Edu a 
0 r-: o.:-7.·m itis s. :;;: 1.:er.tuc~ Lezi!l£t oIl,Univeraity 0 KentuckY', 1928) • 
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Just about as much. 
3. ~here is great variation among counties as to · the amount 
of assessed wealth back of each census ~ild. 
4. Kentucky is able t D spend more money for her elementar,y 
. and secondary schools than she. is doing • . 
5. ~hree plans . are , offered as. remedies in establishing 
equal educational opportunity. -
Evapletion.- ~hls study. is especially. significant since 
there are few other studies that have gone into so much detail 
. 
in presenting the Kentucky situation. ~he statistics· gathered in-
dicatb inequalities in the school financing system in Kentucky. 
By this study the inequalities . may, to some extent, be localized, 
thus opening the way for relief. 
26 
Carl Lee Adams' Study 
Problem. - The aim of . this study is to inquire into Ken-
tucky's methods and means of financing public education and to 
offer suggestings . for improvement. 
SOurces ot dat~.-- Data tor this study were secured from 
reports of the National ~ax Association,1921-22, reports of ' the 
State ~ax Commission of Kentucky,1921,1922,and 1923, United · 
States Census Reports of 1910 and 1920, State Superintendent's 
reports( Kentucky) for 1906-07 and following years, Kentucky 
School Laws, Research Bulletins of the N.E.A., bulletins of the 
United States Bureau of Education, and the report of the United 
- COlIllllission of Education, 1899-1900. 
26 
Carl Lee Adams, WARt is Kentucky's Ability to S~port Publio 
Education?, unpublished Master's thesis,Peabody College, Nashville • 
• o · 
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Methods.--fhe study is divided into ~our chapters. Chapter I 
gives the historical background whioh deals with the more out-
standing ~acto in the rise and development o~ the ~18oal aspeot. 
of the State's system o~ public education. Chapter II concerns 1t-
8e~ with items entering into the present Situation, and the ~aots 
of expenditures and results are compared wit h similar items of 
other. states. Chapter III outlines and makes a comparative enalr-
si8 of present sources . Weaknesses in the present revenue system 
are exposed and methods proposed for their oorrection. Chapter IV 
includes the summary of conclusions and recommendations. 
Importapt tindi pgs Apd oonclusions.-
1 . fhe st ate has not. until the last two deoades ,. applied 
scient ific met hods to the solution of her fiscal problo~s. 
2. fhe situation in t he state at the present time, oompare. 
poorly with that in eleven Southern states and in the 
country as a whole. , 
3. fhe state is not applying enough tunds to sohool needs; 
also, ths amo~t ot tunds now applied is not in keepiDI 
with the state's ability to provide. 
4. fhere are available in the state new and valuable sauro •• 
of school revenue in the form of income and aeveranoe 
taxes. 
5. fhe state is obviously hindering oounty partioipation 
through the continued use of maximum tax rates in local 
support. 
6. fhe present method of apportjnning the state's 1'und i .s 
unsuited to its needs. Circumstances demand a plan COD-
struoted to suit need and efforts of local uni ts • 
. - -
---
. 
-;.. ... . 
• 
-
, .. 
Evaluation.-- ~he author has list ed a bibliography for a 
study of this length whioh indioate wide reading on the su~­
ject. An excellent historioal background of eduoation in Ken-
tucky is given as an introduction. ~he study does not answer . 
specifically,"What is Kentucky's ability to support publio edu-
cation?" He says that Kentucky has the ability to give more 
finaDoial sup~~rt to its publio sohools, but he does not tell 
us what Kentuoky;s ability i~. H~ gives us only a relative meas-
ure of the state's ability. ¥any defioiencies in Kentucky's ad-
mjnjstration of its publio sohool fUnds are exposed in this studT. 
27 
lfort 's Study 
Problem. -- !rhis study, describing the stage to which lfort 
had been able to carry his analysis of state aid up to the year 
1926, attempts.to ~mmarize the teohniques developed inreoent 
studies o~ state a id to public schools in such a !!Isnner that they 
may mbre readily be of servioe in the move~ent to improve state 
aid systeli!s. 
SOurces of data. -- The data are mainly from official edu-
. 
cational and fiscal sources in the state of Bew York,Vlith a 
few references t o the literature of the subject • 
• 
Methods employed.-- ~he treatment is a pioneering analysis 
based upon highly teohnical statistical reaearches. ~he analy_ 
sis, however , is presented separately in the first part of the 
. 
book and is understandable and oonvincing in itself. 
27 
Paul R. Mort, Stgt. Support for lUblic Schools ( New York, 
. Bureaus of Publications , Columcia UniverSity, 1926) • 
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~mpprtant findings and oonclusions.--
1. Outline of MQrt's plan for state aid: 
a. Basio thesis. 
State aid should be used only for equalizing edu-
oational opportunity throughout the state. ~h1s in-
volves four ooncepts: 
(1) ~he use of state aid for reward for 100al 
effort ie unsound. (2) The atate ia obligated to equalize, only a 
minimum program. (3) "Equalizing educationa1 opportunity" means 
ineurh"lg the ::.ame amount of money everywhere in the 
state fo~ the same amount of educatlona1 need. (4) The money to support equal educationa1 op-
portunity must be raised by the same effort (real 
tax rate) throughout the state. 
2. Criteria for determining the minimum program are set up 
in Cha:ptnr II. 
3. Cost of the minimum program: 
a. Basically, this cost 1s that of average oommunities 
------- those neither especially wealthy nor unusu-
ally poor. 
b. Four criteria for measuring need are set up. 
o. Ability to support schools means the tax rat~ on 
full or actual value. 
d. The cost of the minimum program is the current ex-
• pense per weighted pupil or unit of need. 
e. In realizing the minimum program it should be gradu-
ally stepped until the contemplated state minimum is 
attained. 
4. ~he techniques inv~ lved in the development of a satisfac-
tory system of state support for public schools are given 
in detail in Chapters VIII to XVI • 
. 
Eyaluation.-- Carter Alexander says of this volume: 
, " 
n ~his book, the dissertation on which 1t 1s 
based, and the researches which the two pub1ica-
tiona stimulated or initiated, have probably done 
more to bring the American ideal of equality of ed-
ucational opportunity do ... n to earth than any other 
one influence in a generation. For th1s reason it 
is one of the greatest contributions to education-
al administration in that period." 
~his book should be a part of the professiona1 thinking 
and equipment of every American' schoclman • 
• 
, --
, 
• 
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Morrison's Study 
Problem.-- !he purpose ot this study is to discover a ba-
sie for equalizing the finanoial _burden among the counties of 
Borth Carolina in the sapport of a minimum compulsory education-
al program. tor . the . atata. ... ., .. 
. ~ 
SgpTce; ot datA.-- ·!he .hlstorical data. used in th1s study 
. 
were ga1O.neNc; from ti.'8 sv.l':;:,~me oourt decisions bearing . on the. 
problema &nd trom the acts ot the general assembly found . in the 
publio laws of North·Carolina from 1899 10.0 1923. !he data bear-
. 
in6 on the present method of apportiDning the equalizing !Und 
were secure~rrom the offices of the State Superintendent of 
Publio Instruction and the State Commissioner of Revenue. !hs 
State Superintendent made. available. for the. study all the per-
tinent reports and records in his . office; and the Commissloner 
ot Revenue in addition to turnishing all the reports requested 
on taxes, property assessments, etc., made a complete ~stribu-, 
tion of iucome tax paid in 1923 by the several counties of the 
state. 
M.ethq9.8 e!!!ployed,. -- !t'he growth of the idea of the state's 
obligation to equalize among the several oounties. the finanoial 
lJurden of support of the minimum educational program i8 shown 
in an historical resume. !t'he treatment of 'the data bearing on 
the present 8ituation and on the proposed reoriSn1zation 1. 
largely statistical. !t'he statistioal treatment is generallr 
Simple, co-efticients of par~ial correlation being used in One 
. . pla:c~. 
. 
Fred W. Morrison , Equalization ot tbe 11p.apclal :surdm 
tbe Couptles of Nortp Carollp~ (Teachers College,Columb1a 
University,1925). 
. ."-. , 
'" ... ." 
Important ~1nd1A5s apd OQnolus1ons.-- · ~he following are 
most important: A method of arriving 'at an index of ability by 
use of a combination of inoome taxes and a peroentage of equal-
ized assessed valuation, a method of combin i ng income and gen-
eral property taxes to seoure equality of burden in proT1ding 
, . 
18 
the state m1nimum ed~~ational program, . a method of measuring ed-
uoat'.t.:! ..... l !leed, basp-d on teachers' salaries, for the state m:ln1-
~~ term, and a method of estimating local and state oosts on an 
extension of the minimum program, in this case ~rom six to eight 
months. 
Evalua·U .QL. ·- This study will have great value in states 
wishing to revise their state aid plans. 
Mort in.his State Support for Public Schools says of this 
study, "The plan of state aid proposed by Morrison for .No~th 
Carolina takes advantage of a refined measure of educational 
need but introduces ~ne same element of payment for effort that 
. 29 
is found in the Maryland plan. \I 
29 
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Norton's 3tudy 
Problem. - The problem in this study .is four-fo14: . 
~ ... ' : ~ .' . , . '''-
. .., -- . 
1. y~t is the r elative ability of the states ot the union 
, . .1" .. ,_ 
to support education providing they tap their economic 
resources in an ideal man.n.er? 
2. ~~t are some of the accompaniments of such differences 
as exist in the ability of ~e states to support educa-
tion? 
Paul R. Mort, op. cit.,pp .42-43. 
John X. Borton, op.c1t. 
, . 
- . ' 
-" . 
. ~ .. . 
. - " . " ,- . . .. ttt/ 
. . 
3. Are such differenoes as exist in the economic ability 
of the states to support education temporary or rela-
tively permanent? 
4. What factors will have to be scientifically measured 
in arriving at an exact statement of the oomparative 
ability of the states to support education? 
SOurces Qf d",ta. - ~he data for this study were secured 
from the Bureau of Census and from such works as qres and 
Phillips on the rankings of the various .states. Norton ~isted 
an extensive bibliography that was used in this study. 
Methods emplQyed.-- ~he methods used in this study were 
both statisti cal and comparative. 
. 
Important findings and conclusions. - In this study liOrton 
19 
answers the question,"What is the relative ability of the states 
to support education? n by saying, nIt is a measure of the eoono&-
, 
io pOVler and the size of the educational obligation of each state~ 
He sets up several measures of economio power end defines ability. 
Norton finds that the differe_ces in ability to support schools 
are relatively permanent. 
. 
Enluat1on.- In this study Norton gives us a good defini-
tion of ability and the measure of ability. From this study we 
may determine the various states that are supporting schools to 
the extent of their ability. This study is important in that . it 
shows why one state cannot have as much money for schools as 80me 
of t he other s, owing- to "the permanency of the dUf'erenoe ' ion abil-
ity . In some states he pOints out it will be necessary to have a 
h igher tax rate to support schools as adequately as other' states 
oan support them. • 
. - ' 
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Simpson' s Study 
~ , . 
Problem.-- ~he problem in this study is to develop an im-
proved and practical plan for the use of Connecticut in distrib-
uting state money in support of public educat1on • 
. 
20 
Sources of data.-- Data for this study were secured from the 
reports of the State Board of Education, general statutes,reports 
of special commissions, and artiole s from current literature on 
public financ e. 
Methods used.-- The line of development used in this study 
is as follows: 
31 
1. A statement of the conditions and needs making essential 
a complete and thorough going study of the problem. 
2. ~he measurement of the educational task faced by the va-
rious towns and oities of the state. 
3 · The determination of a temporary satisfactory minimum 
educational program, 
4. ~he measurement of the relative ability of towns and 
oitiAs to support public schools. 
5. ~he development of a plan whereby the state may assure 
the meeting of the educational task without the intro.-
duction of an undue inequality in the burden of su;pport. 
6. A considerati on of oertain administrat i ve provisions and 
necessary adjustments in connf}ction with the present 
grants . 
ImDor~ant fi ndiags and conclg§iOAs.-- With educational con-
A.D. Simpson, Financing Education in COnnecticut ( State of 
Connecticut, 1927). 
" . _. 
" 
-I 
• 
.. 
. ' 
-
• , 
.' 
- ,.. ." 
ditions as they are at ~resent, aquality of educational oppor-
tunity does not exist in Connecticut to a very high. degree, and 
it is desirable that the pr esent school support system be 1m-
proved. rhroughout the country the most commonly regarded basis 
for the measurement or the f :! nancial ability. of .. comanmities to 
support schools is without doubt the assessed valuation or ~ts 
equivalent. ~he "equated pup!l" was found to · be the most usef'ul. 
common denominator in determining the min:!mum educational. pro-
gram. ~he chief feature of the proposed plan. for_the estab~sh­
ment of a min:!mum educational . program for Co.unecticut. would be 
the distribution of a greater . part of the state tund for the 
support of sohools as an equalization grant. 
21 
Eyalustion.- ~his work repreeents a very careful . stu.dy of 
Connecticut 's situation. The present status was carefully analyzed, 
the weak places were brought out, and recommendations were ad-
venced. Terms used in the s.tudy were . oare:t:ully. defined, . a .fact 
not fou~! in every educational stndy. He attempted to establish 
a m1~imum eduoational program .for the state. ~he .recommendation 
that the state spend the greater. part of the~educational fund .. 
an equalization fund was also based on sound principles ' of edu-
cational praotice. rhi~ study should be valuable to other state a 
in attemptj~ to make educational ref orms. 
32 
Singleton's St~ 
Problem.- It · is the purpose of this study to determine 
the means and methods whereby every child in the state of Georgia 
32 
G.G. Singleton, State Responsibility for the support ot Educa-
tion in Georgia (New York, Teachers College,Columbia UniverSity, 
192,5 ). " 
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may be insured at least mini mum offering, regardless of where he 
or she may li e, and whereby t he cost will be distributed equal-
' ly throughout the state in proportion to ability of · the oomponent 
pol1t?oal units . to pay. 
Source ot date..- !his study is based ' almost ent1rely-upoD.. 
origillal documents. Those found most -USefuJ. were doouments ··1.ssued 
from the State Department of Eduoation~ including the report of 
the survey made in 1923, and the Georgia Sohool Code, Comptroller-
General's annual. reports and files, re~lJ8r and speo~ reports 
of the State Tax Commission, . publications of the Census Bureau, 
. 
and bulletins of the United States Offioe of Eduoation,·together 
with certain other material ~ound valuable. 
Methods used.-- The method was largely statistical and doo-
umentary • . 
Important findings en~ c onclusions.-+ 
1. A method of arriving at a unit need, based on average 
. 
daily attendance derived from enrollment figures, which 
alone were available_ . - . 
2. A method of arriving at the current expense cost of the 
-
minimum program through accurate data on teacher's sala-
. 
ries when reliable current expense figures were not 'pro-
curable. 
3. A method of measuring ability by means of less than tull 
. valuation, from assessments which are equalized by state 
taxins authorities. 
~lu.e,tion. - !his study will have value in states wiBhillg 
to revise their state aid plans when available data are 1n84e_ 
quate. The trep.tment makes no -allowance ~Dr differences in needs 
--
, • " ." • • ~.;,l. ' 
. ~ 
of white and colored pupils, al·though very different a.mounts are 
actua~y spent on these t wo groups. The available data did~ot 
permit any differentiation. It is pertinent to . inquire whether 
pqualization c~ be satisfaotory whe~ counties with large. propor-
tions of negro school children .have oonsidere~. these . as whites 
. . 
when. estimating need, although they actually expend much smaller 
.. ~ ~ -
amounts for negroes than for whites. 
, . 
Strayer ~d Raig's 
: ,. . 
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Problem. -- The problem is to assemble and interpret the 
facts relating to the present expenditures for the : s~!~~ 
grades and institutions of publio .education . in the .$tate . of New 
York; . ~d the relation of. these facts . to expenditures .for other 
p~blio purposes and to eoonomic resouroes, and to describe. and. 
explain the techniques devised for the investlgat:!'Jn so that 
wor kers might apply them in .other states. 
Sguroes Qf data.-- The data for this study were secured from 
reports of the United States Secretary of the Treasury, State Co~­
t r oller's : eports, State ~ax Commission's reports, Rational Bureau 
of Economio Researoh, reports of the United States Offioe of Edu-
cation, report of Special Joint Committee on Taxation ~d Re-
trenchment, March 1, 1922; an N.E.A.~ Committee repor~, .United 
States Census reports, and various reports of the University ~ 
the State .of New York. 
Methods eropl oyed.-- Attempt was .made to. analyze the financial 
. 
George Str ayer & Robert 1furray Raig, ~he Financing of Education 
in the State of Uew York (Fiosncial Inquiry Report, Vol.I, lie. . 
• York, Macmillan, 1 923). 
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problem of education in the State of New York. Bo. solution of 
the problem was off ered. All important pertinent facts are 
brought into light without recommendations of oourses of action, 
whioh they seem to imply. Part I ,is devoted to a statement of ed-
ucational program, aggregate costs of publio education, ourrent 
expenses analyzed by grades and subjects, analysis of the sources 
of reveuue, current problems of .fiscal . edm1n1strationr and .total 
economic cost to citizens of Bew York. Fart II is an interpreta-
tion of the financial problem forun1 ] sted_in. part L fhis, stud;r is 
statistioal and analytical as well.Jls_.interpretative. 
Important fiudinge Apd cQnclusions . ---. . fhe Commission was im-
pressed by the confused state. of the educational law. - "In the 
. 
State of New York the law is in many respects not cl.ar, not oom-
34 
plete, and difficult of interpretation, " is a oonclUBion.reached 
by the authors. The recodification of the educational law would, 
in the opinion of the CommiSSion, prove to be a substantial aid 
to efficient administration. 
fhe expenditures for public education in New York .have in-
crease~ since 1910 at a more rapid rate than the; econom1o re-
souroes of the state. 
. .. .... . '_. ' . !' '; ) 
. -
.. : • - ·:,..·.rt .l.· ...... ~t ! ! c _ ." , 
Eduoation is the most costly public function performed' by 
. 
the State of New York, eocounting for nearly twenty cents out of 
each dollar spent. 
EygJJlRtion. - This study is very thorough in its treatment 
of New York's financial problem. No recommendetions as to future 
54 
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25 
~rocedure in New York are made. ~he statistical faots stand as 
-
the authors' onl y testimony; which~robaoly is more effective 
after all. ~his study is logically. arranged in two . parts; the 
first preeenting the faots, -and the second the interpretations. 
',: '.' ,. 3.5 - .' :, : ' -. 
. -
S\II1 th 's Study 
. -" . - .;,\,..!".~. ~ • _ . " r • . ' ..... . . £. ... 
Problem. - !!he problem in this studY -is three-fold: To -de-
termine what ability is, to determine how abi lity may best be 
mea~ed, and t o apply this measure to the -various oounties of 
Kentuck7~' ' - . 
SOurc es of data. -' De. ta were seoured from the ' followiIl& 
souroes: Published and Unpublished data in ~he ofrioes of the 
State ~ax Commissioner ana, State .Anditor; 'original 'reports in ' 
the off i ce of State Department of Eduoation, United States 
Treasury Department, Bureau of Internal Revenue, United States 
Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, bulletins thro\1&h the 
Western Kentucky ~eachers College Library, -and the IIchool laws 
of Kentucky. . . . .... 
¥etpods used.- ~he treatment of the data in this' study is 
both statistical and discursive. fhree -· techniques hBve·' been' Uae4. 
One of the three has been developed and used by the author for 
measuring the income ' by -connties; . the ~ other two, "previously 'de-
veloped, have been applied to : trUe wealth and income. ~he te~-
nique for establishing income by-counties is: 
when A _-percentage of vaiue of~roducts ~ B • 
J.5 -,. - . - . 
AtB .. Ct5.5D 
8.5 
percentBge 
= R, 
of re-
~. Bert R. Smith, The Abi lity of Kentuck-v to Finance Publio 
, 
-, 
- .. 
Education,unpublished Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, PeabodT 
College, Nashville, 1~32 . 
,. 
. . 
.- ... -
i 
•• 
-' 
" 
• 
• 
• 
-
,. . " 
- . 
• 
ta11 outlets. C = percentage~of total . po:pulatlon •. , D s . peroentage 
of inoome-tax returns. a .• ~eroentage of total 'inoome of the 
state found in each . oounty~ . 
Zi pll 1 pel aDd ConoluslQAs. - , '. ::. . 
1. !be economie power of . the. var.ious. oounti es as .. ahown....by 
. we.alth • . income, _.and . 1D4e:a: o:t ,eoonom1c _reaource&I-..1s .. cal-
oulated in terma of per caplta •.. ·per school cenBUB :ohlld. 
and per chl1d in. average dally ·attendance. ~oh varlation 
. among ·the counties ensts in ,assessed wealth • . in true 
-
wealth. and in income per caplta. ~er · cenBUJI .child, and 
per . ohild in average daily attendanoe._frue .. wealth per 
average daily attendanoe appears to. be &.better_~e 
of economic power than. assessed wealth. and true wealth 
per child in average daily attendanoe seemB to be a bet-
ter measure of economio power "than --true wealth per oenBUB 
- chilcl . 
2, Some countles p08sess great wealth. while others 'posaess 
litt le wealth but great .incomes • ..J.. o ombinat ion ~of "Wealth 
and income to determine economio power' .1s.· 8U&&eated. 
J, !he various co~tles 'of' Kentucky seem to. possess·"T8.1'J'1Dg -
. ' . 
. degrees . ot abU1 ty .• _~ -..... ~ _ :.:: :..~ -:.:.'~:'~t,1. ::: .• , ", -. -. . . ...... ,.- . .' .- - ,- ._ ... 
4, ~bll1ty i n Kentucky has inoreased~rom $276 per oapita 
in 1926 to $3.56 per capita .in 19JO • 
.5', The .richest county in Kentucky is :trom nine to firteen 
t imes as able to support , public eQucation as "the poorest 
county. depending upon whether wealth. ·income. or a oam-
' . binat10n of the two is used to determine economic power. 
" , 
. .... -- --
• • 
;:w 
... 
. - - , . 
l£D,luat1oll, - This, the lat est staUstl'oal study made in 
Kentucky, should be of value to school authorities, to tax offi -
~ials, and to any public orficial who is interested in the bet-
• 
terment of Kentucky. The techniques used in this study could De 
used in determi ning the ability of any oounty or state _~or_ any 
one year. Terms are . adequately defined.- !lhis study points . aut 
the ineq~lities in assessment in Kentucky which. should intereet 
citizens in an effort to remedy these inequalities. : 
StlZQWlry of chapter. - The findings in th1s. ohapter are: 
The problem is to determine the ability and effort made by 
Washington County to fjnance 1ts educational program, to analyze 
the preHent program, and to offer a propose9:.-·p;oogralll .. baaed.o .oll 
its _ability. 
The aoope of this study is limited to the ability. an~ ef-
fort of Washington County to finanoe its program of pUDlio ed-
uoation ~n order to make the problem more specifio • 
• 
Data for this study have been secured from the following 
souroes: Repor ts of the state Tax Commission • . Beports of the 
Sta te Super intendent of Publio Instruction, original data in 
the office of the County Court Clerk, original data in the of-
fices of the County and City Super1ntendents', Federal Censue 
Reports, and other studies similar to this one. but made ' on a 
mnch larger basis. 
In this study ability is defined as the units of eoonomio 
power baok of eaoh unit of educational work to be performed. 
A o ~mbination of wealth and inoome is aocepted as the .&f-
est measure of ability. 
,. 
. _. 
_. 
:. 
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Effort is defined as the tax rate 'on the true value of 
property. 
Effort is measured by the amount of t axes paid per capita , 
per school census child, per child in average daily attendance, 
amount spent for roads and genera l purposes, total amDunt spent 
for education, total amount spent on current expenses or educa-
tion, per cent of current expenses distributed according to the 
8ix major character classifica tions, tax rat e for educational 
purposes, and tax rate for all purposes other than education. 
An eduoationsl program is thought of as the sdministration 
and super.ision, teaohers, size of the school, length or term, 
types of organizations, curriculum, transportation, buildings 
and equipment, and cost., 
Practioally all of the authors whose works were stud:~d a-
gree that there are great inequalities in expenditures for pub-
lic education, that there is need for . a better ,system of equal-
• 
ization of the burden of education, that there is a Wide dirfer-
ence in abilities, that assessments are unequal , and that there 
is need for a sounder basis f or determining the educational need • 
. -
.. 
-Ad a ms used the study of sales and assessments for the true 
wealth; Mort set up the four criteria for determ1ning an educa-
tional program; Norton used the index of economic r esourcss;and 
Smith contribut ed the formula for determining income by counties. 
, 
Strayer and BRig devised the for~a for toe index or eoonomic 
resources. In an indir ect ?lay the other sllIDmerized studies con-
tributed supporting evidenc es t o th~ techniques used in measur-
ing the ability. the effort, and an educational program. 
" 
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CHAPTER II 
ABILITY 
-29 
Ability to support education has been derined as the units 
of economic power back of each unit of educational work to be 
performed in the first twelve grades of our public school system. 
It is difficult to determine the abilit7 of a county but an 
effort wil l be made to do so i n this chapter by using the fol-
lowing measures: 
1. A8sessed wealth per oapita. 
2. Asaessed wealth per oensus child. 
3. Assessed wealth per oh~ld in average daily attendanoe. 
4. True wealth per capita. -
5. True wealth per census child. 
6. True wealth per child in average daily attendance. 
7. Income per capita. 
S. Inc ome per oensus child. 
9. Income per child in average daily attendance. 
10. Index of eoonomic resources per capita. 
11. Index of economio resources per censua child. 
12 . Index of economio resources per child in average ~ily 
attendanoe . 
As s es s ed we~lth.-- Assessed wealth is the value fixed by 
the owner , County T.ax Commissioner, County Board of SUpervisors, 
and State Tax Commission. Assessed wealth is used here as a 
.-
measure of ability a s it is t he means we have of determining 
the tax one is t o pay on his property . Per capita, per s chool 
oensus child, (6 -18) , and per ohil d - in average dailyattendsnoe -
are uaed to guide the reader in his interpretation. 
Table I, which follov;s, is a "master" table from which & 
part qf the dat a found in other tables in this study have been 
cOlllIliled. 
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Average Daily 
Attepdapce 
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Ave~e Dally 
Attepdapce 
· • _or: -- "." ...;. 3,620 ":~_ : " .:. 3,664 : :5.673 
, 73,106 ·· :::'Q1.«2 -: 73.106 
' 15.376 ' : 16.20.5 : 1.5.425 
4,103 · : ',4,33.5 : - 4.364 
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; 4 . 308 . : -- 4,291 ~ ::~' .' 4,283 
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3,066,178 : }92 ,54}, 1.51 : 
60,357,825 : 
11,129 . 983 : 
' 73,093,326 . : 
10.H.5,}}l , : 
. 21 .921 ,962 ' , : . 
1,786,.592 : 
.5,.516,70.5 : 
14,968,874 : 
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1 ~9-30 1930 
Index of Eo onomie .' Federal 
RQ~ourgos CCPSPR 
1,641,330 
128,8.59,455 
22,04.5 .12.5 
5,173.61 0 
' 28,021.135 
. 4 . 718,600 
:$ 1,Jr,930 :~ '. 12,623 
: 202,816,669 : ' 3.5.5,3.50 
: . 31 ,4'a0,644 : '. ' ·6B,.543 
: . .5,~4 '755 . : " 18,060 
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i : . . .': .5 , ~ 0 ,7.5} · ;- : 17 ,640 
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3,.521,44.5 
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697 , 835 , 
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498,26.5 
: 2.8;41.4.53 . ' : ' 17.079 
: 8p1,455 -•. : ., · 8,725 
: 9.56,.53.5: ; 9,910 
: 1,2~O,.564: 18,.526 
: .5~2, 141 : 9,004 
: 7iC-5.313: : 10,467 
: 451,691: 7 ,22~ 
: 506.0.54: 7,.571 
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:"1~29-30 
- Income 
F 
1930-31 
.. ID.oome 
G 
1924- 25 
True " .. " 
I 
. 1925-26 
· .. .Income . . ' . 
· Ii . , 
, . ~4,253: . ~5 .1'16 -: 17.866.000: 
: 1 .0.54 • .5 91 ;000 : 
: _ 208. 625 "OOO~ : 
: . ~' . .54.922 .000 : 
: . " 103.927.000 : 
: :' .• ; 41.520.000 : 
. $ . 
" 1.5.3613, .' , ;' 104.000 
.'97,055 : 7.8}0,584 
,499,334 : 1.623,599 
1.}09,018. 247 ; 173.000 
· 244,}46.'10~ · ~2.004.000 
, 67 .952.712: ' " • .' 9 .798.000 
, :1 '12 ,8}0 .6oW· :; ..55 .OO} ,000 
' :- '· 47 . 617 : .57') • • ·J.'L~.022.000 
300.398 : - .307.149 
· 746,952 : ~. ', 776.0'10 
. 290.133 .! . ' . 296.179 
r3~~:;~g ; ' }~~:~~; 
r. 97. 160: 96.744 
: '54.759.000: 
: . '.763.000: 
.< 5S,170.000.:; ·"17.6.55.000 
11,645.164 :J. ~' 2.911.000 
16,620.184. ' 6.888.000 
10.603,672;"':' ;' 1.941.000 
11 • 40W • 7 86,~-= . 2.619.000 
: 15.489.000: 
I. .55. 1 60: 59. 148 
• 7.5.582: 79.46} 
: 11.611.QeO. 
: 11.206.000: 
~ 25.518 : 31,130 
• 1.5.838: 22.36.5 
: 10,10.5 .000 : . 
: 3,673,000 : 
9.131.671 .:. . " , .231 ~ 000 
, 3,369. S07 •. ~ 1.067,000 
12.130: 17.24'1 
8.150: " 8.867 
: },367.000 : 4.203.892 ~r 1.358.000 
3,423,088 ' : 971.000 
7.0.57 : ~ 8.281 
: } ,369,000 : 
: 2 • .5.53.000 : 2,224,186; 971',000 
• , 
" , 
· l ; . 
· " . 
!> ', ' .. . 
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E. TweUth Annu.e.l Repor t of Kentucky State Tax .... ;. 
Colllll1i8sion. ' ., " '. 
E' . Thirteenth .Annu.e.l Report of Kentucky State Tax . 
Commission . ..' 
G. Compiled ~or:'Wash1ligton County from original data 
in o~ice of County Court Clerk. for other counties 
as listed by. Adams . ' . ' . . •. .. ;' .. . ' 
H. Compiled for Washi ngton County from original data , 
in office of County Court Clerk. for other counties:. 
'i t d b Smith ' . .... , . , ...... 
· - ,a s .... a e 7 . " . .:..... . . {.,' tY.~:~·,; ; " . 
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-!I!!l3LE I . 
ltlS'rER TAllLE 
,. , .. 
... 
" ._" ---
A B C D \ 
Countl" 1928-29 . . 1929-}0 19}0-}1 1928- 2f •. . , 
'" -
· 
, Income . Propertl" Propertl" Propertl" 
-" .. -- A"eosemont 'ASOI!ISmont "Bosemont From fAxoP 
$ $ $ $ j • 
Washington : ·. 10.058.659 • 11 .987 .}28 · 11~650.597 · 79.930 • 
· 
• 
Jefferson··· : 746.926.911 • 1. 021.0}4.679 • 1.096.442·l 97 • 6.176.488 • • • 
Fayette • 125.323.315 • 168.598.954 • . 174.~29. 81 • 1.25.5.89} • • • • 
Bourbon • }6.<475.808 · 44.848.790 : 44'. 46. 16~ • 280 .256 · . • • 
Campbell • 56.957.752 • 112.}39.920 . : 114.829.762 • 6;.5.967 • • • 
. Clark · • 2§.030 •808 • ' 41.427.294 · -4 t .• ~02 .. 409 • 263.8p • • • • 
Re.rlan 
Bull1tt 
Estill 
Hickman 
Bal.lar d . . 
Clal" . 
Clint on 
Jackson 
Owslel" . 
Elliott 
· 2 .O}2.926 • 4O.1}A· 3OO • . 40.03.5.284 • • • • • 
. - . 6.344.970 • 9.89 .390 • . 9.766 .. 249 • • • • • 
• 7.7 3.835 • 11.8oo.3}1 • 1l.1}7.946 • • • • • 
• 7.201 .975 : 1C.2S.5 • .562 • 10.020.209 • • • • 
• 6 . 4.53.534 . : 11 .440.786 • 11 • .533.432 • · . • • 
• 5.221 -,'668 • 6,483,427 : 6,279.9~2 • • • • 
• 1,894,419 • 2,2.57, 711 - : 2,1.59,403 • • • • 
• 2 • .50~,497 • 2.774.5 9 . : 2.732 ;}44 · . • • • 
• 1 ,610,949 • 1,745,775 • . 1,722.}69 • • • • • 
• 1.348.171 • 1.445 . 72' · 1 • .527,228 • • • • • 
A. Eleventh Annual Report . of . Kentucky State Tax 
Commission. 
B. Twelfth Annual Report of Kentucky State Tax 
Commission. : 
C. Thirteenth Annual Report of Xentucky state Tax 
Commission. . , i ;"', ~ . " ~ . . 
D. Eleventh J.nnual. Report of Kentucq State 'ra:r: 
· . . Commission. ._. ~ 
203.2 6 
68.070 
8.5.676 
.54.1~.5 
7.5.202 
24,81.5 
11,22.5 
10,181 
7,427 
5.163 
• 
.. ; Note. ' For comparative -purposes the;e .. .:rifteen oounties .&rO . I 
arbitrarily- sel ected: from .Smi th's <study.- Thi s . study found --that 
• 
Jefferson; Fayette, t'Bourbon; Campbell ,and . Clark .ranked .one;-two. I 
three, four, a nd five respeotively; Harlan. Bullitt. Estill, . . I 
Rickman , and Ballard_~anked 'flfty-elght , fifty-nine,sixty,slxty- I 
one, and sixty-two; -.Clay , -Cllnton • . Jl!.ckson, Owsley,and Elliott 
ranked '16.117,118,11 9.and ·120. am~ug the Kentucky oountie s on 
....... the ba s1a of ablli ty to support education as measured by- the 
I 
I , 
I 
t 
-
. . . 
":"- ; nnal. rankings of the counties. -j l 
Smith, T o: e ;--1, p . J3'6. 
• 
_ .... . ,." -
• 
-
NBLJ!: II 
.. 
• ".- . ., 
ASSESSED VJ.LUE OF PROPERTY IN WASHINGTON .AND FIF'rEEH OfHEB 
Wash~on 
Jefferson 
J'a)'ette 
Bourbon 
Campbell 
Clark 
Haran 
Bo.l.l1tt 
'EstUl 
Hic1cman 
Ballard 
Cla), 
Clinton 
Jackson 
Owsley 
Elliot 
SELEC!l'ED COUNTIES iI . . 
. . . • . ... 
Per Capita Per Capita . , Per Cap1ta . ; , .. 
1928-29 , 1929-"0 ' •. _19"0-}1 " 
- -'" _. -'- "- -
$ $ . , $ . <> ., . 
' .. 1;- .. ...... _". ~ 
• 796 . • 949 .:.' • 922 .. • • • 
• 2,101 • 2,873 • ",08.5 • • • 
• 1,828 • 2,4§9 • 2,.5.52 • • • 
• 2,019 • 2,4 " • 2,",8". . • • • ,, ' ~-1. ~..: :. . 
• p6 • 1,.530 • 1·, .564-• • • 
• 1, 4.5 • 2,,,48 ... • 2 ,375 .. 
-
. 
• • • 
• 4H • 621 • 620 ' • • • 
• 71.5 • 1 ,116 ", _' .. : 1.,101 .... 'V p '1 :- " . • • 
• 4.51 • 690 " - : 6.52 ', . . u ... ... 4 . . .. "{, · • • 
• 82.5 • 1 ,178 • 1 148 • • • -. ~ ""'" , 
. '- . .". .. -
• 6.51 • 1,1.54 • 1,16" • • • 
• 281 • H9 • 3}8 • • • - - -. . ~ 
-
-r' ::; • 
• 210 • 2.50 • 239 • • ,
• 2"9 • 26.5 • 261 • • • 
• 223 • 241 • 238 • • • 
• 178 • 190 • 201 • • • 
.. . 
# Computed from !l'able I. 
-. 
. . 
, 
fable II shows the amount of assessed wealth per cap1ta for 
the years 1928-29. 1929-30, 1930-31. In 1928-29 Wash1ngton County 
had. $79£: assessed wealth per capita, .while in. this . same . period .. 
. , . ' . ~ ... -... 
Jefferson County, the county that ranked first, had .$2101 .&Baeased 
• .. ..... - ...... ~ . . . ' ~ '.' ~ ., __ a .~ :.. 
.' _. ' ... 
wealth per c.ap1ta, or almost three times as IIII10h as Washington <" t:r .. 
_ ... ,) , ...... ',~" I. • • • , • , • .. • •. ': • ,.. •• ,' • ••• I:.i 
County. In that same year, the county that ranked at the ·bottom, '. 
. . .. . ~ . . . . ..... -
, 
Elliott, had only $178 assessed wealth per capita or , ~ess thaD one-
fourth that . of Washington County. 
, , , -
. 
- , 
In 1929-30 Washington County had $949 assessed wealth per 
cap1ta, while Jefferson had. $2873, or over three t1mes as much as 
':... Washington County. In 1929-30 Elliott County had only $1,90 assesaed 
- . wealth per capita or a 11ttle over one-fifth that of waahLDgton 
4 
.. 
• County. . . 
"' --" -
---
. . 
"';"".. . .... ....,., ..... ~. ,. ~'Jt, .. ,\.. ~ 
• • ....... , • ' • • "'1': ,_... ,..., 
. 
-
, 
• 
, 
• 
, 
• 
.... 
-
--
, 
.-
.. 
- , 
• 
· . 
· 
. " 
In 1930-31 Washington County. had $922 .assessed wealth per 
oapita. fhiB was less than one-third of .the $3085 assessed wealth 
per capita in Jefferson ·County . Elliott County in 1930-31 had $201 
assessed wealth per oapita, Washington County had in .. th&t year al-
most ~iTe times as much assessed wealth_~e~oapit~_ ~ ~~?tt 
County. Comparisons between other counties show similar inequali-
ties. 
From cTable II it may be seen that the amount of assesa ed 
wealth per oapita, in these sixteen oount i es .r8ll6es from $178 in 
Elliott County in 1928-29 to $2101 in Jefferson County. Wasbing-
ton County had i n this period $796 assess ed wealth pe~ oapita. 
fable III, which follows, shows . t he assessed wealth per oen-
sus ohild for the three years, 1928-29, 1929-30, 1930-31. 
In 1928-29 Washington County had $2778 assessed wealt~ per 
· - -.- . 
census child which is almost five times as much as Elliott County 
had, but orily about one-half as muoh as Ballard County. Jefferson 
County had almost four tiIDes as much assessed wealth per oensus 
child as did Washington (;01mty ~ ' 
.... ... '- -' :- ... .... "' ~ 
In 1929-30 Washington County had $3271 'assessed wealth per 
- . . .-.... ' v.. . . .. , ~ -, .. - . - - . -. . . -J" .... " ,. .... 
oensus ohild: Thts ' was almost six t1mea that found in 'Elliott ' 
• • •• •. • .... _ .". • ... . -.. , ..... , , ..J . ,. • .;. _ .... ... " . . • .0; . ... -" 
County, but ' only about one-third as much as Fayette or Bourbon~' . . 
• 
In 1930-31 Washington County had $3171'per cen~s child. 
This was over five times as much as Elliott Count y, but a 11ttle 
over one-fifth of the amount found in Jerferson County • 
-• 
-. 
-- .. -'''-
l 
. 
, 
..... 
-
-. 
-.. 
, 
... 
.. 
-
, ... 
- . 
. UBLE. III 
ASSESSED V~TH PER SCHOOL CENSUS CHILD IN WASHINGTON 
.lIm FIFTEEN OTHER. SELEG'l'ED COlJIlTTIES if. 
County 1928-29 1929-30 19.30-.31 
- , $ $ $ 
Wash1llgton • 2,778 • 3,271 ,: • 3,171 • • • 
Jeficrson • 10,217 · 14,291 • 14,997 • • • 
Fayette · 8,1.50 · 10 .. 404 • 11,3M) • • • 
Bourbon • S,~90 · 10.34.5 • 10,276 • 
· 
• 
Campbell · 3 , 938 • 7 • .533 • 7,899 • • , Clark · 6,73 8 • 9,6.54 • ' 9,783 • • • 
Harlan • 1,.599 • 2,190 • ' , .069 • • • 
Bull1tt • 2,627 ' • 3,942 . .. ' 3,887 • • • 
Estill • 1 ,40.5 • 2,314 • 2,1 B9 • • • 
Hielanan · 3,189 · 4 .373 • ·4,330 
· · 
• 
Ballard • 2,.592 • 4,.596 • 4 . 89.5 • • • Clay • 824 • 1,003 • 962 
· 
• • Clinton • p7 • 868 • B32 • • • Jackson • 99 • 767 • 746 • • • Owsley • 728 • 767 • 763 • • • Elliott • .566 ' • .576 • 614 
· 
• • 
# Computed from ·Table I. 
The amount of assessed wealth per census child , ranged _~rom 
$.566 in Elliott County in 1928-29 to $10,217 found in Jefferson 
County in the same year. Washjngton County had ' $2.778 assessed 
wealth per oensus ch1ld in 1 928-29~ In 1929-30-Washington .County 
-
had $3,271 assessed wealth per oensus child. which . ranks ';': it nth 
the median oounties . - .. 
-
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TABU; IV 
ASSESSED \'IE.ALTH PER CHILD IN A.VERAGE DAILY .A.TTENDABCE IN 
WASHINGTON AND FIFTEEN OTHER SELECTED COUNTIES # 
County 1928-29 1929-30 193')-31 
$ $ ,- $ 
Washington • 4.411 • 5.521 0 5.363 
· 
0 • Jefferson • 18.573 • 24.616 • · 26.044 
· 
• • Fayette · 12.563 0 16.584 • 18.681 
· · 
• 
Bourbon . : ~ 12.030 • 12.770 0 H.112 0 0 
Campbell • 8.361 • 14.497 • 14.292 • • • Clark 0 11 .144 0 15.320 • 15.641 • • • 
Harlan · 2.599 • . 3.450 0 3.011 
· 
• • 
" Bu1l1tt • 3.810 • 6. 080. 0 5.110 • • • Estill • 2.454 · 3.615 0 3.148 • 0 • Hickman 0 4.946 0 6.360 0 3.943 • • • Ballard · 3.201 • 5.837 • 5.851 • 0 • Clay 1.346 1.697 . 1.61 .1 0 • 0 .-• 0 • Clinton • 1.342 • 1 . 691 • 1 .516 0 • 0 Jackson • 1,351 • 1.448 • 1,323 • • 0 • Owsley • 1 .250 • 1.238 • 975 • 0 • Elliott • 1 .100 · ,.,041 • 1,105 • • 0 
# Computed fro~ Table I. 
Table IV shows the assessed wealth per ohild in average 
daily attendance. In 1928-29 Washington County had $4411 per 
child in a~~rage ~aily attendance. In that same year Elliott 
County had $1100 or about one-fourth as much. Campbell- County 
. had almost twice as much assessed wealth per· child, in' average 
daily attendance as Washington County ; Jefferson County had 
$18.573 per child in average daily attendance or over tour ~imes 
as much as Washington County. 
A. greater difference 1s ahovm in 1'929-30 than in 1928-29. 
. . 
Washington County had over~iv.e times as many dollars of as-
ses~ed wealth per child in average daily attendance as Elliott 
County. but only about one-fifth as many dollars as Jefferson 
,.-
-- - ~ 
_. 
.• .. , . 
, 
• 
-
.. . 
, . .. 
'3-1 
. 
County, and. one-third as many as Fs.yette or Clark. 
In 1930-31 Washington County had $5363 per ohild in average 
daily attendance or about one-fifth as much as Jefferson County, 
one-third as much as Clark and about the same as Bullitt or Bal-
lard. In that same year Washington County had almost six times 
.' 01' ... 
as much as Owsley County. This ranked Washington County above the 
median countiea in wealth per child in average daily attendance. 
It assessed wealth is accepted as a measure of ability, 
Wasbington County with $5}6} per child in average daily attend-
. 
anoe has the ability to support eduoation equal to the median 
oounties of the state. 
'lrue nalts.- . Assessed wealth alone does not adequately 
measure ability, for property is not assessed at its true value. 
True wealth for Washington County has been found by dividing the 
total aSbessed value of property by the ratio existing between' 
t he assessed value and the sales value of property as found for 
, . 
t he years, 1928-29, 1929-30, ' 1930-;1. This technique was used 
1 
by Adam ... 
, 
, 'In st\l.dyillg Table V. which follows, the 1928-29 sales show 
" 
' -
.. ,-,/ 
that asse(l sment ranges from ~ t o 225 per cent of' its sale's value, 
, . 
_. . . 
or a ,range of .1S7 per cent. The , median for this year is 76 per 
... .., • J .t .1' .. ' 
. -.. ..-
cent .and the ' average is 80 per cent of the sales value. This same 
, 
table, for 1929-30 shows that property is assessed at as low as 
34 per cent of ita sales value and as high as ;00 per cent of , the 
t 
Jesse E. Adaos, A Study in tbe EOualization of EducatiopAl 
ennortuniti es in Ken~~cky ( LeXington, University of Kentucky, 
1925), p. ,81. 
_... . ., ~ . - .- .. 
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!ABLE V 
, 
. . 
.. . 
SALES VJ.LUE .ASSESSED VALUE, .AJiD RUlO OF ASSESSED VALUE fO S.lLES 
V.u.uE OF PROPERTY SOLD, EXCLUSIVE OF FORCED SALES. IB WASHING!Olll 
COUBfY IB 1928-29 , 1929-30;1930-31. # 
. , ... 1928-29 _. . 1929-30 .1 
· 
sal.. .laaeaeed 
Value Value 
J • 
2000 ,. 1500 
lJ6, 1000 
6,0 2;0 
1600 1000 
32; 300 
;00 1000 
1200 1030 
100 7, 
3000 1500 
4100 2100 
~OOO 24" 
1~0 gOO 
1250 fI'0 
2.500 2;00 
3000 2000 
.5460 "290 
815 595 
2984 ?74.5 
,,0 122.5 
1000 .30 
1;00 63.5 
800 1800 
.5200 4780 
.500 • ..50 
2.500 1.500 
. .5;0" ... ~., 319.5 
a~,o 7.50 
. ·:-"800 : ,,' ; '" 760 
2800 . .. 3000 
700 ,00 
8000 ,-·~· '780 
5000 '.508.5 
700 .5.50 
.5000 ' 2.58.5 
700 73.5 
, 12.50 2400 
~ Assessed : Sale a .laseased ~ J..eseaae4 
Va.lue 1s 'of 
Salee VQlue 
Value ia o~: Value Value 
Sales Value i 
. 75 ' 
73 
38 
62 
92 · 
200 
86 
75 
,50 
: $ $ 
: . - ' 600 . ... 500 83 
: 1500 1600 106 
: .' 2100 . 12.50 .59 
: 100 300 }CO 
• : . 2500.... • 150C. 60 
: 1300 2000 1,2 
, : 24,0 1.500 61 
: 3000 1575 52 
: 1900 2000 10, 
• 
• 
51 
82 
68 
65 
: 318 ,a0 283 
'. .: .'. 1628 . , 2170 -133 · , 
100 
67 
79 
110 
192 
223 
43 
42 . 
22.5 
92 
90 
60 
58 . 
60 
. 95 
107 71 . ... , 
47 ' , 
101 
78 
, .52 . 
105 
13112 
. ' 
• 
: 785.' 1100 140 I 
: 1200 1130 94 
: 1050 500 47 
: : 2550 :5100 148 
: 3600 2.2" 67 
: 6000 . 2090 34 
: 600 730 121 
: 2250 2200 97 
: 6200 3353 ,,, 
: 14.50 1200 " 82 
: 800 7.50 93 
: 2000 1800 9~ 
i 122S 1000 8. 
: 4000 212.5 .53 
: 27.50 " 2525 91 
: 6000 4675 1.1. ~ 
: 17000 . ~1360o , .so . r 
: 2,00 .. 1800 ' 72 , 
: . 15000 ' . -.• - 903.5 . - -.- - 60 " :-
• . ·, 1"00 · " , - 680 ·.. " .52 • . J ~ _.'- ~. r 
: 4200 3000 71 
: 2700 1970 72 
: " 850 . 500 ; 53 '. 
: 348 SOD . 229 · . • 
: .. ·4000 1940 48 
: 1600 1200 75 
: 12000 11000 .. . 91 
3000 2000 66 l 
• I '. 
~ " -' - .# From ori&'na1 recorda in o~~ioe ot County Court Clerk~ 
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8ales value. The range is 266 per cent. The. median for that 7ear 
is 78 per oent of the sales value and the average is 74 per cent. 
A study of the table for the 7ear 1930-31 shows that prope~­
t7 assessment ranges from 40 to 151 per cent or its sales value 
or a range 01' 111 per oent. The median :tor that 7ear is 87 ller 
oent and the average is 82 ller cent o1' . the sale8 value. 
From thi8 table it ma7 be 8een that propert7 is not .. sessed 
at its true or sale8 value, as required b7 law. Thi8 being true, 
in order to determine bett er the abilit7 of a oounty, the &88e88-
-
ment must be brought np to its fair sale8 -value. fhi8 has been 
done in t his stlld!' by using the median of the ratio of sale8 to 
assessment for each year, as the true value of all propert7 in 
Washington County. 
$ 
Per Capita 
Per Census Child 
~A1lLE VI 
tI 
TRUE WEALTH.-WASHINGTON COUNTY 
12211-22 1222-30 
$ 
U, 235 ,0'17 1.5,368,369 
1,048 1 ,217 
3,6.56 4,194 
Per Averag~ Pai17 Att. 5,805 7,079 
l22~h51 $ 
U,391.490 
1,660 
3,646 
6,16.5 
# Computed from sales and assessment figures for Washington 
Count7' 
In 192B-29 the property sold was asses8ed at 76 per oent of 
its sales value. The total assessment was $10,0.58,6.59. ~h1s prop-
erty r aised to its true value is $13,235,077 as $hown by Table VI. 
f h!s is an i ncrease of $3,176,418 or 24 per cent. In 1929-}o this 
property was assessed at $11.987,328 or 78 per oent of its true 
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value. This property raised to its true value shows an increase of 
22 per cent or $j.381.041. which raises the total to $15.368 . 369. 
In 19;0-;1 the property of Washington County seemed to have been 
assessed nearer to its true ~~ue. It was assessed at $11.650.591 
which is . 87 per oent of $1;.391.490. the true value •. 
2 
~rue wealth for the year 1924-25 was taken from Ad&m8' study, 
3 · 
and for 1929-30 from Smith's study. This was done in order ·to com-
pare Washington County with the extreme cases and with the median 
counties. The true values for Washington County were compute~ only 
for the three years 1928-29. 1929-30 .• 1930-31 as shown in fable VI. 
TABLE VII 
TRUE WEALTH IN 1924-2.5 FOR WASHINGTON .AND FIFTEEN OrnER 
SELECTED CDmTTIES ., 
County 
Washington 
Jefferson 
Fayette 
Bourbon 
Cam:-':.ell 
Clark 
Harlan 
Bullitt 
Estill 
Hickman 
Ballard 
Clay 
Clinton 
Jackso~ 
Owsley 
Elliott 
2 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
· 
· 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
$ 
Per Per Cen- Per Average 
Total True Wealth Capita sus Child Daily Attend-
17.866.000 
1,0.54,.591,000 
208.62.5,000 
.54,922,000 
10;,927,000 
41 • .520,000 
.54,7.59,000 
9,76;.000 
1.5,489,000 
11 .611 ,000 
11,206,000 
10,10.5,000 
3,673,000 
3,767,0 00 
3,369.000 
2 • .5.53,000 
:$1.209 :$ 4 . 7.54 
: 3,682 : 16,83.5 
: 3,816 : 1.5,901 
: 2,981 : 12.104 
: 1,619: 7 .779 
: 2,319: 9.318 
: 1,7;.5: 4,164 
: 1.046: 4.337 
: 994: 3,006 
: 1,1}3: 4,206 
: 930: 3,620 
: ' .510: 1,.533 
: · 427: ' 1.592 
: 322: 1.0.58 
: 430: 1 ,36.5 
: 287: 936 
ence 
:$ 7,189 
: 3.5,91.5 
: 27.490 
: 21,597 
: 16,676 
: 20,6.5' 
: 6 ,396 
: 8.69' 
: 4,719 
: 8,782 
: ,: 4,.529 
: 3.104 
: 3,068 
: 1,724 
• 
• 
· • 
2.772 
1,380 
" 
# Compilea. from a.ata found in Adams' study ,p • 186to:t • 
Jesse E. Adams, A Study of' t he Equalization ot Educationgl Op-~ortyndty in Kentucky (Lexington,Univ~rsity of Kentucky,1928}p.174. 
3 
Bert R. Smith, The Ability of Kentucky to linance Fnb11c Educa-
tio~, unpublished Doc~or of Philosop~v dissertation, PeabOdy Col-
lege. Nashville, 1932. . • , _ _ _ 
--. . 
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Table VII shows that in 1924-25 the true wealth o~ Washing-
ton County was $17,866,000. This was $1209 per oapita, wh10h was 
more than any of the median oount i es with the exoeption 0 Harlan 
which was $1735 true wealth per oapita. It was more than one-third 
of toot found in Jefferson County and almost one-third that found 
in Fayette County. 
None o~ the rive oounties that ranked at the other extreme 
had one-half the true wealth per cap1ta that Wash,ngton County 
had. Elliott had less than one-fourth and Jaokeon about one-third 
as DlIloh true wealth s s Washington County" 
True wealth per census ch1ld _was $4754 in Wash'ngton Count7 
or more than any of the five median counties, and almost one-
fourth that of Jefferson County. frue wealth per oensus child in 
Clay or Clinton Counties was about one-third. that of Washi-~on 
County, while that for Elliott was less than one-~i~th. 
The true wealth per child in average daily attendance .. a 
$7189 in 1924-25. This was a little less than Bullitt or Hiokman 
but more than any other of the three median counties. It was more 
than four times as DlIlch as Jackson County and over fiv times as 
DlIlch as Elliott County. Campbell County had more than twioe a. 
DlIloh true wealth per ohild in average daily attendance as did Wash-
ington County, Bourbon County had three times as DlIlch, Fayette al-
most f our times as DlIlch. and Jefferson almost five times as muoh 
as Washington County. The amount of true wealth per child in av-
erage daily attendance ranged from $1380 In Elliott County to 
$35,915 in Jefferson County. Washington County had $71S9 whioh 
was more than that of the median counties. 
" 
. --
-. 
• 
. ,
• 
... ~ .. 
TABLE VIII 
TRUE VlE.llTH IN 1929-30 FOR WASHINGTON AND FIFTEEN OTHER 
SELECTED COUNTIES #-
Per Per Cen- Per Average 
~ .. . j, 
40 ' 
County Total ~rue Wealth Cap1ta SUB Ch1ld Daily Attend-
Washington :$ 
Jefferson 
Fayette 
Bourbon 
Campbell 
Clark 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Harlan 
Bu1l1tt 
Estill 
HicJcman 
Ballsrd 
Clay 
Clinton 
Jackson 
Owsley 
Elliott 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
15.}68.369 
1.309.018.819 
244.}46.310 
67.952.712 
172.830.640 
47.617.579 
58.170.000 
11.645. 164 
16.620.184 
10.603.672 
11.449.786 
9.1}1.671 
3.369.807 
4.203.892 
3.423.088 
2.224.186 
:$1.217:$ 4,194 
: 3.965: 18.336 
: '.565: 15.078 
: 3.762: 15.675 
: 2.354: 11.588 
: 2.899: 1 1 .093 
: 901: 3.174 
: 1.313: : 4.638 
: 973: 3.2.59 
: 1 . 24.5 : 4.508 
: 1,154: 4 • .597 
: 493: 1.413 
: 374: 1.296 
: 402: 1.163 
: 474: 1.504 
: 294: 1386 
# From data taken from Smith's study. 
'poe 
:$ 7.079 
: 30.362 
: 26.479 
: 19.829 
: 21.933 
: 17,234 
: 4,456 
: 6.1.52 
: 4 • .508 
: 6,84.5 
; 5.804 
; 2.343 
; 1 .672 
: 2,037 
: 1.786 
; 1,592 
~able VIII shows that in 1929-30 true wealth in WashiDgton 
County had dropped to $15.368.369, this was $1217 per capita. 
However.this was an increase in per capita of $8 over 1924-25. 
This increase was possi ble because of the decrease in popula-
t i.on from 1920 to 19}0. Only two of the median counties.Bu1l1tt 
and HicKman. had more true wealth per capita than Washington 
. 
County. Jefferson, Fayette. and Bourbon eaoh had about three 
t i mes as much as Washington County. Clinton or Jackson had less 
than one-th1rd. and Elliott. wh1ch was at the bottom. had less 
than one-fourth as much true wealth per capita as Washington 
County. 
Wasn1ngton County had $4194 true w~alth per oensus ohild in 
1929-30. This was about five times as much as . Elliott had. · The 
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41 
averQ&e 01' these madian oount ies 1'/8.S about the same as that :round 
in Washington County. Jefferson County, however, had four and one-
half times as muoh true wealth per oeDBUS ohild as Washi ngton 
County. 
~he true wealth per ohild in aTerQ&e daily attendaDoe was 
$7079 in 1929-;0, for WashingtoD County . ~his was about one-third 
as muoh as Campbell County but over four times as muoh as ELliott 
or Cliilton. From Table VIII it is seen that true wealth varied. 
from $1,,09.018,819 in Jef1'erson County in 1929-;0, to $2,224,186 
in Elliott County i :a the same year. Washington County had in this 
year $15,}68.369 whioh was more than any of the lower group of. 
oQunties or three of the median group had. 
Inoome.-- There is a general agreement among tax authorities 
that inooms is the best single measure of ability. Income is im-
portant in paying taxes for we do not pey taxes with property but 
inoome theref~om. It is diffioult for an i ndividual t ~ estimate 
inoome oorreotly by oounties. This is done, however, by the Crowel1 
Publish ing Company of New York. It was from thia source that Aaama 
. ' 4 
secured his 1926 inoome estimates, whioh are used in thi~ study. 
'. 
The inoome estimates quoted in Smith's study were estimated by a 
5 
formula developed by him. fhe writer is indebted to these studiea 
for the use of t he 1926 and 1930 income estimates used in this 
6 
study • 
4 
Cp. 0 it ., p. 1 60 • 
5 
Cp . oit., p.121. 
6 
Tables IX and X, column 1 . 
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TARLE IX 
1926 IIlCOJdE. INCOJdE PER CAPI TA, IIlCO.ME PER CENSUS CHILD, 
J.ND.- IIlCOJolE PER CHILD III ... iEliGE DAILY 'u!rEHIWrClil ·# 
Income 
1926 
Per Per Cen- Per Average 
County Capita sua Child Daily Attend-
$ 
Washington: 3,104,000: 
Jefferson : 247,173,000 : 
Fayette : 42,004,000: 
Bourbon : 9,798,000: 
Campbell : 55,003,000: 
Clark : 9,022.000: 
Harlan : 17,655,000: 
Bullitt : 2,911,000 : 
Estill : 6 , 888,000: 
Hickman : 1.941,000: 
Ballard : 2,619,000: 
Clay : 2,231,000: 
Clinton : 1,067,000: 
Jackson : 1,358.000: 
Owsley : 971,000 : 
Elliott : 971 ,000 : 
$ 
210 
863 
768 
532 
889 
504 
560 
312 
442 
189 
217 
113 
124-
116 
H!4 
109 
• 
• 
• 
• 
, 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
· , 
· • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
, 
• 
• 
• 
$ 
856 
3,769 
3,077 
2,320 
4,107 
2,054 
1,242 
1,160 
1,339 
~U 
358 
411 
3"95 
412 
371 
-# From data found in Adams I study 
rULE :x: 
• 
• 
• 
• 
· • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• , 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
$ 
eng o 
1,249 
8,417 
5,534 
3,852 
8,825 
4,488 
2,062 
2,592 
2,098 
1,468 
1,058 
685 
891 
621 
799 
524 
1930 INCOJolE, INCOME PER CAPITA, INCOME PER CEl'lSUS CHILD, 
-.AHD INCOME PER CHILD IN AVERAGE DAILY .A!r!rENIWiCE # 
" ~ Count;:r 
Washington 
Jefferson 
Fayette 
Bourbon 
Campbell 
Clark 
Harlan 
BIlllitt 
Estill 
Hickman 
Ballard 
Clay 
Clinton 
Jaokson 
Owsley 
Elliott 
Income 
1930 
:$ 3,066,178:$ 
: 392,543,151 : 
: 60,357,825: 
: 11 ,129,983 : 
: 73,093,326: 
: 10,345.331: 
: 21 ,921 ,962 : 
: 1,786,592: 
: 5,516,705: 
: 1, 496,874: 
: 1,798;663: 
: 2 ,329,812 : 
: 1,110,584: 
: 1,448 ,588 : 
: 869,15' : 
: 989,868 : 
Per Per Cen-
Capita sua Child 
243 :$ 
1 ,105 : ." 
881 : 
610 : 
996 : 
586 : 
340 : 
201 : 
323 : 
172 : 
181 : 
126 : 
123 : 
138 : 
120 : 
131 : 
. . 
837 
5,485 
3,725 
2,567 
4,901 
2,411 
1 ,196 
712 
1,082 
- 636 
728 
360 
427 
401 
382 
395 
. -
;; F=om d.s t e f o-mc. in Smi 
. ' 
Per AverB&e 
Daily AtteD4-
Woo 
:$1,409 
: 9,10,5 
: 6.541 
: 3,248 
: 9,276 
: 3 .744 
: 1 ,679 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
· • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
944-
636 
960 
913 
598 
784 
702 
~ 
708 
." J,. 
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.l. study of Tables IX and X indicates that there are fP"eat 
variations among counties in the amount of income. There is not, 
however, such a wide variation in the amount of income in each 
'1 
county. In 1926, aooording to Adams' study, Washington County had 
an inccme of $210 per oapita, $856 per oensus child"and $1249 
, ' 
per ohild in average dail y attepdance. Four years later,acoording 
8 ' , 
to Smi t h's study, Washington County had. an income of $243 per cap-
ita, $S3'1 per census child, and $1409 per ohild in average daily 
attendance. These two estimat es show that income does not ohange 
, 
radically from year to year. Jefferson and Campbell Counties each 
had over four times as much income per capita as Washington CountT_ 
One of the median counties, Hiokman, had less inoome per capita 
than Washington County in 1926 and three of these median counties 
had less in 1930. Five counti es, Clay, Clinton, Jackson, easley, 
and Elliott all had less than $140 income per capita or about one-
half a s much as Washington County. In 1926 Washington County had. 
• 
$856 income per census child which was more than twice a8 mnch a8 
the five counties on the one extreme, and one-fifth as IIII1Ch as the 
county at t he top. This was a little less then three or the median 
. . , -~ .~ .. .. 
counties had. In 1930 the comparisons ' were about 'the ' ss.me ';-·iefter-' 
, ' , .' . .. 
son had over six times as much i ncome ' per oensus child as Waab1ng-
ton County. Campbell County had over five times as much &s Wash-
i ngton County. 
When income is taken as a measure of ability it is seen that 
Wa shington County had less per census child than when ~s8es-8e'd 
'1 
AdelDs. op. cit. " p. 164. 
8 
Smith, op. cit. , p. '15· 
" ' . 
,- ' 
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wealth or true wealth were taken as measures of ability. 
Index of eCQAomic resQurces.- Index of economio resources 
is a combination of wealth and income. It is thought that a com-
bination of the two makes a more reliable index than either of 
the two alone. In determining the percentages of wealth to oom-
bine with i ncome in obtaining a oounty's economic power, this 
study is indebted to Strayer and Haig for the following formula: 
-Index of economic resouroes equals income plus one-tenth the 
9 
Talue of wealth divided by two." 
After accept ing the foregoing formula as an index, it is 
rela'~ively easy to arrive at a county's index of economic re-
. . 
sources. In 1925-26 there was $1,641,330 of index of economio 
resources in Washington County. This 1s $111 per capita. ' In 
1929-30 the index of economio resouroes was $1,609,930 or : ~127 
per capita. 
Table' XI, ~hich follows, shows Washington County in com-
• 
parison with fifteen other counties. It is seen that the index 
of economic resources per oapita ranges from $452 in Campbell 
Oounty to $56 in Elliott County. The median counties range from 
.. - . - .. . ." . . 
$100 t lJ $288 , while the 'upper group' -or counties ranges from $256 
to $452, and the lower group ranks from $56 to $64. Washington 
~ County in this case ranks almost twice as high as any of the 
• 
.. 
-' 
• 
, 
-. 
counties in the lower group. Each of the three counties in the 
upper bracket has about f our times as many dollars per oapita 
as Washington County. Again referring to Table XI it is seen that 
Washington County has $453 per census child. 
9 
Strayer and Haig, op. oit., p. 172 • 
. .
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TABLE XI 
DTDEX OF ECOBOmC RESOURCES 192.5-26 # 
Per Per Cen- Per Average 
County 'r 0 tal. Capita sus Child Daily Attend-
Lmoj! 
$ $ $ $ 
, Washington • 1,641,330 111 453 • 660 • • l . • • • • Je:rferson • 128,859,45.5 : . 449 • 1 ,965 • 4,388 • • • Fayet te • 22,04.5,12.5 • 403 : 1,615 • 2,904 • • • 
Bourbon • §,1 73 ,610 • 280 : ' 1,22.5 • 2,034 • • • Campbell • 2 ,021,135 • 4.52 • 2,092 • 4,496 • • • • 
, Clark • 4,718,600 • . 26} • 1,074 • 2,347 
• • • • • 
· Harlan • 9,101,295 • 288 • 640 • 1,063 • • • • • 
! Bull1t t • 1, .5 04,315 • 161 • .599 • ",339 • • • • Estill • 3,.521 , 44.5 , 226 • 684 • 1,072 • , • • 
Hiokman • 1,028,.5.5.5 • 100 • 410 • 778 • • • • Bal.lard • 1,36.5,530 • 113 • 4.5 1 • .5.51 • • • • 
{ Clay • 1 ~ 166,025 • .58 • 187 • 358 • • • • 
, Cl1nton • 551,86.5 , 64 • 2·12 • 461 ! • • • • Jaokson • 697 ,835 • .5,} • 203 • 319 ,. • • • • Owsley • .502 ,~4.5 • 64 • 213 • 413 • • • • 
• Elliott • 498,26.5 • .5b • 190 • 269 • • • • 
c 
, # Computed from inoome and true wealth as liste4. 
, by Adams, pp . 161 f:f • and 181 ft. 
, TABLE XII 
· 
• 
• , INDEX OF ECONOMIC RESOURCES 1929-3El "# ~ 
! . 
~ Per Per Cen- Per Average i County Total. Capita sus Child Daily ' ttend-
'. · . ADal 
$ .. $ $ $ -~ 
Washington 1 , 60,},930 127 439 . ~. '. ~41 ' . ' . • • -. "-• • • 
Jeffer son , 202,816,66'} • .570 • 2,838 • 4, 89 • • • • 
Fayet te • 31,400,644 • 4.58 • 1,937 • 3,088 • • • • 
· 
Bourbon • 5,904,~.55 • 326 • 1 ,362 • 1 ,b~1 • • • • I; . Campbell 37 ,410, 16 .509 2,.508 4,827 ~ • · • • ! • • • • 
.- Cl ark · .5,410,~.53 • 306 • 1, 260 • 2,001 , • • • 
~ Harlan • 11,2.51,31 • 174 • 614 • 961 • • • • , Bullitt • 9.51,.521 · 10Z • 378 • .584 ~. • • • • Estill • 2,841,4.53 • 16 • 
.5.57 • 870 · , • • • • Hiokman • SOl , 4.5.5 • ·91 • 340 • 495 
· 
• • • • ,.. :Sal.lar d • 9.56', .53.5 • 96 • 384 • 488 
• • • • • 
" Clay • 1,210,.564 • 6.5 • 187 • 316 • • • • 
• Clinton • .572,141 • .54 • 220 • 428 • • • • 
" Jaokson 74.5 ,313 71 206 }S'} • • • • -. • • • • Owsley • 4.51,691 • 62 • 198 • 320 • • • • 
Elliot t • .506 , 0.54 • 66 • 201 • 364 • • • • 
.. 
. . 
, ,- . 
-
# From Smi'th ' 6 s t u dy :P, 144 f f . , 
-t· ~-
-
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• 
• 
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• 
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Table XI shows that WashiIl6ton County has $660 per chIld in 
average daily attendanoe or about one-seventh as muoh a8 Camp~ell 
County. In 1925-26 Washington County's index of eoonomic .resources 
per child in average daily attendance was less than that of four 
of the fi" median counties. 
!able XII ShOW8 that Washington County had $127 per .oapita 
of index of eoonomic resources for the year 1929-30. !his is more 
than Washington County had per oap1ta in 1925-26. Only two of the 
median oounties had more per oapita than Waeh1ngton County had .in 
this period. That year Clinton County was the low one with only 
$54 and the high one was lefferson with $570 or OTer four times 
as muoh as. Washington County. 
Index of eoonomio resouroes per census ohild was $4}9 for 
Washington County in 1929-30. This kept Washington County In 
about the same rank as it 'was in the oomparisons made relatiTe 
to per capita. 
It is shown by Table XII that Washington County had $741 
per ohild in average daily attendanoe. This was an inore&ee of 
over $300 over the amount ; it had per oensu8 ohild. When ona 
measures ~ oounty's ability by the index of eoonomic re8ouroes 
baok of eaoh ohild aotually in attendance. rather than by the 
census children. one more nearly arrives at its true ability. 
With $741 baok of each child in average daily attendanoe one 
would be safe in stating that such a county can adequately :t1-
nance public education. if the median group of counties is taken 
BS a criterion. 
,. 
. --
• ,.. ... 
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Csapter summary.-- Assessed wealth varies from year to year. 
Assessed wealth per oapita is shown to be $796 in 1928-29, $949 in 
1929-30, $922 in 1930-31. Assessed wealth per oensus ohild is shown 
to be. $2778 in 1928-29. $3271 in 1929-30. and $3171 in 1930-31. It I 
ha~ been sho~ that assessed wealth per child in average daily at-
teDasnoe WAS as rollows: $4411 in 1928-29 . $5521 in '1929-30, and 
$5363 in 1930-31. 
The median assessment of property was 76 per cent of its true 
value in 1928-29. 78 per oent of i t s true value in 1929-30, and 87 
per oent in 1930- 3 • 
The true value of property WAS found to be 13 per oent greater 
than the assessed value in 1930-31 and 24 per oent greater thaD the 
assessed value in 1928-29. It seems ·that property was a8sessed near-
er its true value in 1930-31 than it WAS in 1928-29. 
Income in Washington County in 1926 WAS $210 per capita. $856 
per oensus child. and $1249 . per child in average daily atteDdaDoe. 
In 1930 the income WAS $243 per capita, $837 per oensus child, and 
$1409 per chil d in average daily attendanoe. Index of eoonomio re-
souroes in 1926 was $111 per oapita and in 1930 it WAS $127 P r 
oapi ta. This was an inorease of $16 per ·oapita . 
, . 
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CHAPTER I I 
EFFORT 
48 
Wl>.en one undertakes to estimate the e1'1'ort that a oounty is 
making to support its eduoational program one must take into ao-
count a number 01' factors. The ratio of assessed value to true 
value is one faotor that must be dealt with. In a county Where 
property is assessed at or near its true value one would be in-
olihed to believe that this oounty is making a greater effort 
than is a county with its property assessed below its true value. 
However, the tax rate must be taken into aocount. In a oounty with 
property assessments low but bearing a high tax rate, one would be 
led to believe that the eff ort was great. The inability t~ deter-
mine the income yielding power of property makes the problem of 
est imating effort more difficult. Until property is assessed at 
• 
its true value one will be forced to try to arrive at the e1'1'ort 
a oounty is making by using its tax rate on assessed value. 
In thie ohapter an attempt is made to determine the effort 
that .Washington County is making to finanoe its educational pro-
gram by "USing the following measures: , . 
1. Receipts from taxes over a three year period, 
2. 
}. 
4 . 
5. 
6. 
7. 
a. Per capita. 
b. Per census child. 
c. Per child i n average daily attendance. 
Amount spent for roads and general purposes. 
Total amount spent for education. 
Total amount spent for current expenses of education. 
Per cent of 'current expenditures distributed according 
to charact er classificat ion. - .' 
Tax rates tor 6.l.1 purposes. 
Tax rates for educational purposes. 
,. 
- , 
- --
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• ,
r 
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COAAt:y 
Washillgt.on 
Jefferson 
Fayette 
Bourbon 
Campbell 
Clark 
Harlan 
Bullitt 
Estill 
Hiokma n 
Ballard 
Cla~ 
Clinton 
Jaokson 
Owsley 
Elliott 
$ 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
TABLE XIII 
IBCO.ME FROM TAXES # 
192tl-29 1929-30 
$ 
79,910 • 94,2.5} • 6,176,488 • 7 ,}97 ,0.5.5 • 
1,2.5.5 ,893 • 1,499,3}4 • 
280,256 • 300,398 • 
63.5,967 • 746,952 • 
263,815 • 290~13} • 
302,206 • 349,8~8 • 
68,070 • 7.5 ,3 6 • 
85,676 • 97,160 " • 
54, 14.5 • .5.5,160 • 
7.5,26>2 • 7.5,.582 • 
24,81.5 • 2.5,.518 • 
11,22.5 • 1.5,838 • 
10,181 • 12,130 • 
7.427 • 8,150 • 
5,16} • 7,0.57 • 
,. '·0 
1930-,1 
$ 
• 9.5,'~6 • 
• 7, 8}O,.5 4 • 
• 1 , 623,.599 • 
• }o7 , 149 • 
• 776,070 • 
• 296,179 • 
• 359,228 • 
• 77,313 • 
• 96,744 • 
• 
.59,148 • 
• 79,463 • 
• 31 ,130 • 
• 22,36.5 • 
• ,~,247 • 
• 
.867 • 
• 8,281 • 
# Reports of the State Tax CommiSSion for the 
years 1928,1929, and 19}O, shown in Table I. 
-" .. 
, 0°'"' . 
Table XIII shows the amount of taxes oolleoted in Washington 
and fifteen other counties. These same fifteen oounties were used 
in previ ous oomparisons. It is seen that the total amount of taxes 
paid varies from year to year and that there is a great dif~erenoe 
in the mount s paid by the dif ferent counties. Washington County 
• .... t'. 
paid almost $1.5 ,000 more taxes in 192-9-}o than in 1928-29". !h1s 
amount seems great and one 1s foroed to belieTe that this repre-
sents a greeter effort than the effort expended in 1 928-29.~eBe 
amounts are pre aented on a per oapita basiS in Table XIV. 
" -" 
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C9Jmb 
Washington • • 
Jefferson • • 
Fayeth • 
• Bourbon • 
• Campbell • • 
Clark • • 
Harlan • • 
Bul.litt • • 
Est ill • 
• 
Hickman • 
• 
Ballard • • Clay • 
• Cl:1J:lton • 
• 
Jackson • • Owsley • 
• 
Elliott • • 
# 
TABLE XlV 
AMDUBT OF TAXES PER. CAl'ITJ.. I 
1928-29 1929-30 
$ $ 
6.33 • 7.46 · • • 
1 Z .38 • 20.81 • • • 1 .32 • 21 .87 • • • 
15.51 • 16.63 • • • 8.66 • 10.17 • • • 14.95 • 16.44 • • • 4.68 • 5.41 • • • 
7.67 • 8.50 • • • 5.01 • ;.68 • • • 6.20 • 6.32 • • • 
7.58 • 7.62 • • • 
1.33 • 1.37 • • • 1.24 • 1.7; • • • 
.97 • 1. 15 • • • 1.02 • 1.12 • • • 
.68 • .93 • • • 
Compiled from Table r. 
$ 
, rt ... 
. 
.. 
19;o-~1 
7SJ 
22.03 
23.68 
11.00 
10.57 
16.79 
5.56 
S.71 
5.66 
6.78 
8.01 
1.68 
2.48 
1.65 
1.22 
1 .• 09 
.- . ..  
.. " .. .. .. .-" 
.' 
;0 
This table shows that Washington County paid $6.33 per capita 
-
in 1928-29. $7.46 :1J:l 1929-30, and $7.53 in 1930-31. Comparing these 
amounts with Jefferson and Fayette Connties it is to be Been that 
;... :. 
they paid almost three t i mes as much per capita as did Waah!n&toB 
."- .. ... ;" 
• - • • _ • • ' • '. " .... J. 
COUDty. The five median counties paid abont the same per oapita a8 
. • . .. . '., +.". - ... 
_ '~ f" '" ... 
Washington. The lower group of oounties show wide variations in 
. • ... . ._. '.!. '" ~f';:.;:-
amount paid per capita. Elliott Connty :1J:l 1928-29 paid sixty-eight 
. 
" 
cents per oapita which is a little over one-tenth the amount paid 
. . - .' . 
...... - -
by Washington. In 1930-31 Elliott paid about one-seventh as IIIIlCh 
as Washington. If the amount of taxes paid per oapita is used as 
the measure of effort, the per capita range is ~rom $.68 to $18.32 
in 1928-29, and $1.09 to $2}.68 in 1930-31. 
. -- -' 
.--.' 
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TAl3LE XV 
AMOUNT OF TAXES PER SCHOOL-CENSUS CHILD # 
QQ1l!;;!t;x: 12~8-i:2 12i:2-20 122Q-21 
$ $ $ 26 Washillgton · 22 • 26 • • • • Jefferson • 84 • 10.3 • 107 • • • Fayette> • 81 • 92 • 10.5 • • • Bourbon • 68 • 69 • 70 • • • Campbell • 4.3 • .50 • .5.3 • • • Clark • 61 • 67 • 
, ~§ • • • Harlan • i~ • 19 · • • • Bullitt • • .30 • 31 • • • Estill • 1.5 • 19 .- • 19 • • • HicJansn • 23 • 23 • 2.5 • • • Ballard • 30 • 30 • ' .33 • • • Clay • 4 • 4 • .5 • • • Clinton • 4 • 6 • 9 • • • Jackson • 3 • 3 • .5 • • • Owsley • 3 • 3 • 4 • • • Elliott • 2 • .3 • .3 • • • 
if Compiled from Table I. " 
Table XV shows the amount of taxes per census child. In ,1928-
29 Washington County paid taxes amounting to twenty-two dollars 
per census ch1ld. Jefferson and Feyette each paid about rour times 
, , 
as much as d~d Washington County but Washjngton County fell with-
" 
in the median group of counties. The lowest one of the low group ~ 
~ ; ~ .. ~ ' , . . 
paid only two dollars in 1928-29 which was twenty dollars less than 
the amount paid by Washington County. Washington County paid from 
, ' 
six to ten times as much per census child as the lower group 1>a1d. 
" 
, - ' 
--- ' 
". 
- . -
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'rABLE XVI 
AMOum! OF TAXES PAID PER CHILD IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE #-
Covpty 1928-29 1929-30 ] 930-31 
$ $ $ 
Wash1.ng';on • . 3.5 • ' . 43 • 44 • • • Jefferson • 1.53 • 178 • 186 • • • 
Fayette • 12.5 • 147 • 10.5 • • • Bourbon · 92 • 8.5 • 89 • • • Campbell • 93 • 96 • 96 • • • Clark • 101 • 107 • 110 • • • 
Harlan • 28 • 30 • 27 • • • Bull1tt • 40 • 46 • 40 • • • Estill · 27 • 29 • 27 • • • lUokman • 37 • 34 • 23 
· · 
• 
Ballard • 37 • 38 • 40 • • • Clay • 6 • 6 • 8 • • • Clinton • 8 • 12 • 1.5 • • • Jackson • 
.5 • 6 • 8 • • • Owsley • 
.5 • 6 · . i • • • Elliott • 4 • .5 • • • • 
# Compiled from Table I. 
In 1928-29 Washington Count y paid taxes amounting to thirty-
five dollars per child in average daily attendano e . This is shown 
in Table XVI . In 1929-30 taxes had increased to forty-three dol-
lars per child in average daily attendance, and in 1930 -;1 it a-
mounted to forty-four dollars. These amounts are about one-fourth 
... . . . 
. 
as muoh as Jefferson County paid per child in average daily attend-
ance, but they are over seven times as much as Owsley or Jackson 
-Count i es pa id , and over eight times as muoh as Elliott paid. Waah-
ington Count y ranks with t he median group in the amount of taxes 
per child in average dail y attendance. When the amount of taxes on 
t he assessed value at property is aocepted as a measure of efrort, 
one sees that Wash ington County is making an effort equal, at least, 
.. 
-
,.. ., ... 
- , 
• to the median of the fifteen counties studied. 
An effort was made to find the tot al cost of oounty govern-
ment in Washington County but it was impossible to do so. The a-
mount of money the state spends in eaoh county f or roads a.nd 
other pu:.;'Poses is not charged to that county bUt to the depart-
ment giving the services. No check is made on the amounts Whioh 
the oounties spend. The writer was unable to seoure the total 
. ' . '# 
cost of oounty government from either local or state sources. 
The cost of the oounty reads and the amount spent for general. 
• purposes were secured f r om the reports of the County !rea&urer. 
~hese reports show that Washington County spent $53,037 in 1928-
, 
29, $20,834 in 1929-30, and $26,823 in 1930-31 on its county 
roads. The amounts spent ·for general. purposes in this period 
were $35,913 in 1928-29, $68,882 in 1929-30, and $42,150 -~ 1930-
31. The increase in 1929-30 was partly due to the purchase o~ a 
-County Home for the Poor. 
. 
~here seems to be no way to determine the per cent of the 
i gasoline taxes, paid by a county, that is spent within that par-
l 
r ticular county • 
.. 
~ 
, 
-
, 
, 
. , 
, 
.JI, ,. '''' r . -. '-(note) Personal oonferences with the State InBpe~tor and Emm-
iner, Nat B. Sewell, Assistant State Andltor, Ben Marshall. an4 
County Treasurer, Robert Noe. I I 
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TABLE XVII 
TOur. EXPENDITURES FOR EDt1CATIOru..r. l'URPOSES # 
--
~O]a~:t!: 1228-22 1222-~Q 12~Q-~1 $ $ $ 
WaahiDgton • 111,~2~ • 10,5,919 • 110,1;0 • • • 
Jefferson • 4,689,,52 • 4,9;6 ,;00 • ,5,170,;0,5 • • • Fayette • 1,206,}48 • 1 , 234,12; • 1 ,211 ,};.3 . • • • Bourbon • 242,}00 • 2;9,;20 • 26~,6,]9 • • • Campbell • 1,100.778 • 991,2;2 • 1,291,943 • • • Clark • 247,140 • 260,376 • 277,088 • • • Harl an • 4.59,2.51 • 476,0.57 • 442,~76 • • • Bullitt • 79,768 • 73,9.5,5 • 119, 18 • • • Estill • 14~, 92l • 12.5,.574 • 126.969 • • • Hickman • 99,87 • 91 ; 169 • 117.990 • • • Ballard • 138,71.5 • 103.360 • 1.5~,.599 
· 
• • Clay • 112,176 • 98,677 • 131,066 • • • Clinton • 43,7.58 • 37,82 · ;6,00.5 • • • 
Jaokson • . .52,179 • 41,673 • 72,920 • • • Owsley • 33,042 • 32 , 7.56 . • ~9,404 • • • Elliott • 3.5,606 • 28,462 • 44,77.5 • • • 
.. . -- J, 
54 
~ From Reports of State Superintendent o~ Publio 
Instruction for the years indicated as shown in Table I. 
Table XVII shows t he total amount spent for eduoation. In 
. 
1928 - 2? Washington County spent $111,329 for education. This a-
• 
mount 1ncludes the per oapita allowance from the state. In 1929-
3D Washington County spent $10.5,919 for education and in 19~0-~1 
it spent $110,1.50 for eduoational purposes. All of the lower group 
.. 
of countl.eS, with the exoeption of Clay in 1928-29 and 1930-~1 • 
. 
spent les s money for education than did Washington County. Bullitt 
. _. 
and Hickman Counties in 1928-29 and Bullltt, Hickman, and Bal.lard 
.. 
in 1929-30 spent less thah Washington County. In 1928-29 Jerferson 
. 
County spent over forty- two times as much ~or education as Washing-
ton County. Bocrbon and Clar k Counties, althoUbh in the upper group, 
spent only a little over t wice as much as Washington County. In 
1929-30 and 19.30-31 Jefferson County spent over forty-seven times 
as much a s Washington County. The total expenditures for eduoation 
• 
, - . 
alone do net me.as~e e~fort , but t hey do ehow t he bre&~ dirfereno~s 
" i n e moULts spent. 
-~ . 
Copnty 
Wash1l2gton 
Jefferson 
Fayette 
Bourbon 
Campbell 
Clark 
Harlan 
Bul.l1tt 
Estill 
Hickman 
Ballard 
Clay 
Clinton 
Jackson 
Owaley 
Ell10tt 
. - ,. * - . 
· r 
T.A1lLE XVIII 
fOTAL CURRENT EXPENSES OF EDUCATION # 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
. . 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
1928-29 
$ 
87,942 
3,.530,916 
69.5,319 
187,.574 
.594,911 
196,683 
363,057 
64,000 
110,511 
68,677 
90,8.53 
81,372 
38,793 
44,324 
32,013 
'30,.539 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
$ 
1929-30 
86,09.5 
3,7B,933 
726,476 
._. 192,630 
643,286 
202,826 
'398,730 
62,.506 
114,503 
68,479 
9.5 .330 81,420 
34,806 
38,204 
- 31,.51.5 
.27,136 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
$ 
92,6.50 
3.883,332 
. 758,J29 
201,186 
664,707 
212,004 
400,001 
69,509 
11.5,907 
6.5,683 
91,803 
116,092 
.53,737 
61;248 
J8 ,464 
40,047 
. -
# From Reports or State Superintendent or .Publio 
Instruction for the years indicated • 
. 
Ta ble XVIII shows the total amounts spent £or ourrent ex-
penses of education in these sixteen countIes, for the three 
years 1928-29, 1929-30, and 1930-31. This table shows that Wash~ 
tngton County spent $87,942 in 1928~29, $86,09.5 in. 1929-30, and _ 
$92,6.50 in 1930-31 for the current expenses of education. ~~ 
was 79 per cent, 81 per cent. and 81 per cent of the total ex- - , 
. - .. 
penditures for the three years in the order given. Some of the 
oounties in the lower group spent over 90 per oent of t heir total 
expenditures for current expenses, while some of the ones in the 
upper group spent little over 50 per oent. 
--- ' 
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;.8 
2.7 
3.0 
2.0 
4.1 
3.2 
3.8 
1.9 
1. 7' 
1. I , 
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3.2 
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3.3 
3.2 
,2.0 
4.9 
3.0 
2 • .5 
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1.4 
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3.7 
1.0 
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4.9 
1..5 
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PER CEn OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES DISTRIBUTED J.CC ORDING TO THE 
SIX KAJOR CHARACTER CLASSIFIC~IONS # 
, 
, .. General oontrol:: Instruotion .:: ' Operation o~ 
plAnt 
• t ' , • ' . 
1928-:1929::19}0-::1928-:1929~:19}0:::1928-:1929-:19}0-
29 30 31 . 29 30 31 Z9 30 31 
"ab1~on: 4.} 
Je~~er8on: 5.2 
Fa7ette : }.4 
Bourbon : 5.} 
Campbell : 6.1 
Clark : 6.8 
Harlan : 4.9 
Bul11tt : 5.5 
Estill : 8.0 
HiokmAD : 4.4 
Ballard : }.2 
C187 : }.6 
Clinton -".: . 4. a 
. '. . -, Jaokson : 4.1 
Owsle7 : 5.6 
Elliott : 6.2 
: 4.4 : 7.9 ::84.6 :81.1 :77.5 :: 4.7 : 4.2 : 4.0 
: 4.4 : 4.9 : :80.2 :78.} :76.4:: B.5: 9 •. 0: 9.1 
: }.6. : 4.2 ::73.5 :7}.6 :74.} :: 9.9 : 9.7 : 9.3 
: 6.3 : 5.9 ::71.1 :69 ~ 8 :67.9 :: S.2 : 8.7 : 8.0 
: 5.4 : 5.4 ::76.0 :7}.4 :76.4 ::10.3 : 9.7 :10.5 
: 8.5 : 5.3 ::77.5 :76.} :72.8 :: 8.2 : 6.5 : 6.4 
: .4.5 : . 4.8 ::~1.1 : 81.4 :83.7 : : 7.2 : 7.0 : 6.0 
: 5.7 ; 5.1 ::84.7 :~7.0 :S4.8 :: 5.2 : 5.2 . : 5.0 
: :7.6 : 8.8 ::79.9 :83.1 ; :76.4 . :: ·6.4 : 6.4 : 5.9 
: 4.1 : 4.1 ::80.7 :78.; :S}.6 :: 7.5 : 8.0 : 6.9 
: 3.9 : }.7 ::80.2 · :q6.3 :78.6 :: 6.4 : 5.8 : 6.2 
: }.7 : 2.8 ::88.1 :87.7 :91.5 :: 5.4 : 4.4. : 3.7 
: 5.} : 3.4 ::89.4 :88.8 :90.8 :: 4.7 : 4.; : 3.1 
: 5.7 : }.O ::91.6 :88.4 :92.8 :: }~0 · : - }.2 r : 2.6 
: 5.9 : 7. 1 :: 86 • 2 : 83 • 9 : 86 • 2 :: 3.6 : 3.3 ' : 1. 5 
: 7.3 : ;.1 ::88.2 :87.2 :91.5 :: 2.2 : 2.2; : 1.8 
# Compiled from nata found in the reports o~ the State 
- Superintendent of Publi9 Instruction for the years indicated. 
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Table XIX on t he preoeding page presents the per oent of the 
ourrent expenditures distrib~ted aooording to the si~ major diT1~ 
sions of oharaoter olass irioation. Washington County spent 4.~ per 
r. ent in 1928-29. 4.4 per oent i n 1929-}O . and 7.9 per oent in 1930-
}1 for general oont rol. The inorease in 1930-}1 is due, in part at 
least, to the amount listed under general oontrol by the Springfield 
Graded Sohool. The per cent of the current expenses allocated to 
general control, by the sixteen Dounties studied, ranges from 8.S -
per oent in Estil l County in 19}O-}1 to 3 per oent in ~ackson County 
during the same year. Washington County spent 84.6 per cent of its 
ourrent expenses for instruction i n 1928-29. 81.1 per oent in 1929-
}O, and 77.5 per cent in 19}O-31. These per oents were larger thsn 
any of the oounties 1n the upper group. The per cent that the med-
ian group spent for i nstruction is near to what Washingto)... County 
spent. One would be safe in stating that the poorer oounties spend 
a larger part of their current eduoational expenses for instruc-
, 
tion than .: do the richer counties. 
In 1928-29 Washington County spent 4.7 per cent of its our-
rent expenses on the operation of the plant. In 1929-30 this oount~ 
spent 4.2 per cent for th~ s purpose and 4 per cent in 1930-31. 
Fayette County spent more than twice this per oent, while Eliiott 
spent about one-half as large a per oent. Campbell County spent ~ 
1930-}1. 10.5 per oent of its urrent expenses on operation of the 
plant and in this same year Owsley County spent only 1.5 per oent 
for this purpose. It seems that the counties that rank high in abil-
ity spend a larger per cent of their current expenses on the opera-
tion of the plant t han t he oount ies that do not rank s o high. 
Maintenanoe of the plant r eoeived 4.} per oent of the current 
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expenses o~ eduoation in Washington CountY 'in 1928-29, 4.9 per 
cent in 1929-3 , and 4.8 per oent in 1930-31. There seems t o be 
but little relation between the ranking of a county ~ ability 
and the per oent of its current expenses allooated to maintenance 
of its sohool plants. In 1929-30 ~efferson County spent 1.,5 per 
cent ror this purpose and in this spme year EllIott County spent 
~ per oent. The next year Elliott spent only 1 per oent and. ~ef­
ferson spent 3.2 per oent. The range _~ 1929-30 was from 7 per 
oent in Harlan County to .7 per cent in Clint on County. In 1930-
31 the range was from 8.4 per cent in Bourbon County to 1 per oent 
in EllIott County. 
In the per cent spent for auxilIary agenc i es there. was ~ wide 
variat1on. This was expected sinoe transportation Is 1nolu4ed un-
der thi s item, and not all oounties rurnish transportatio~_ . In 
1928-29 Bourbon County spent 7 . 4 per oent for this item and Es-
till County spent nothing. Elliott County spent .01 per oent for 
auxiliary agencies i n 1928-29 and Owsley County, another one of 
t his l ower group, spent 2.9 per cent. Washington County spent in 
1928-29 only .7 per oent of its current . expenses for .. this item 
whi1e Ballard, one of the median counties, spent 5.7 per oent. In 
1929-30 Washington County spent 5.1 per cent of its current ex-
penses for auxiliary agencies and in 1930-31 it spent 4.7 per cent. 
The counties that ranked high in ability seemed to have been more 
consistent in the per cent spent for this purpose. MAny o~ the 
counties in the median and lower group spent from nothing to -7 per 
cent for auxi liary agencies. Some years little or nothing was 
spent for t h is purpose while the next year showed a --qonsider..blf1 
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expenditure. Estill County spent not hing for this purpose in 1928-
.' , 
, 29,.1 per cent in 1929-30, and i n 1930-31 it spent 4.; per cent • 
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The reverse of this was shown by Owsley Count y which spent 2., per 
-.. 
cent i n 1928-29, 3.2 per cent 1n 1929-30, and in 19;0-;1 only 1 
per oent. 
" 
. ~-' 
" , 
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- " .. "--- . t I. 
. 1 .. ~ .. 
-The last of the six maJor classifioations to be considered, 
fixed charges, claims only a small part of the current expenses 
, ' 
in most cases. However, in Harlan County it claimed ;.9 _per cent 
in 1928-29, 4.2 per c ent in 1929-30, and 2.S ',per cent in 19;0-31-
Bullitt, ' another county in t his median group, spent onlY , .1 per 
cent in 1928-29, .1 per cent in 1929-30, and .2 per cent in 19;0-
. 
31. Washington County spent 1.2 per cent in 1928-29,.2 'per oent 
. 
in 1929-30, and 1.1 per oent in 1930-31, for rixed charges. In 
Clark County in 1930-31, , 9.2 per oent of i ts ourrent expe~~es was 
-
spent for fixed charges, while Jackson County spent nothing for 
this item~ It seems that many of the counties, especially those 
ranking low in abIli ty, are f orced to conoentrate such a large 
per cent of their effort on the cost ,of general control and in-
- . 
struction that they have little left for the four other"items. 
, " 
, 
Table XX, which follows, shows the tax r a te for school pur- ~ 
.. . 
poses in Washington and fifteen other counties. The r ate , for the 
. " 
oity and graded schools is also given in oounties having BUDh 
. 
schools. The rate for county schools varies. from thirty-five 
cents in Bullitt and Bourbon Counties, to the constitutioD&l' lim-
it of seventy-five cents in Bellard, All five or the oounties in 
the lower group, with the except10n of Clay and Owsley, did not 
reach s eventy-five cents until 1930-31. The median group of 
counties, excluding Ballard, levied from thirty-five cents to 
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!\!ABIJI! xx: 
SHOWING THE TAX RATE FOR SCHOOL PURPOSES II ALL SCHOOLS 
WITHIN THE SllTEEN COUNTIES STUDIED Dl THIS PJl'ER # 
Conpty 
1. WaahiIlg'ton County 
Springfield Graded 
2. Jefferson County 
, Louisville City 
Anohorage Graded 
Hikes Graded ' 
3. Fayette County 
Lex1Ilg'ton City 
4. Bourbon County 
Parlll City 
~. Campbell County 
BelleTUe City 
ClUton n 
Dayton " 
1928-29 ' 192 9-30 1930-31 
: $ .50 · : $ .50 : $ • .50 
. : ' 1.00 " , : " .85 " : 1.00 
: ' .'10 : .'10 : .'1.5 
L '. . 7" ,.::,, : ' .63 : .03 , ~ 
: .25 : .25 : .25 
: .50 : .60 : .85 
: • .50 ,: .50 : • .50 
: .9131.5 , : .85'181 , : .916 
: .3.5 : .3.5 : .3.5 
: .80 : : .80 : ' • 80 
: .55 : ~ . 5.5 : . 5.5 
: .80 : .80 : 1 • .50 ' 
: 1.20 : 1.20 : 1.10 
: 1.09 ' : 1.09 ' : 1.36 
Ft. Thomas City 
Newport City 
Carthage Graded 
Cold Spr. " 
: 1. 1.5 : 1.1.5 : 1.1.5 
- : 1.08 ' : , , 1.08 ' : '1.10 
, Cote Brilliante Gr. 
Silver Grove Graded 
Southgate Graded 
6. Clark County 
Winchester City 
Harris Br. G~ded 
Hunt Gr aded 
'1. Harlan County 
, R...rlan City 
Evarts Graded 
L)neh " 
: , .60 : • '10 : .70 
: 1.05 : " .8.5 : 1.00 
: 1.00 : 1.00 : 1.00 
: 1. 00 : 1 .50 : ' 1.00 
: 1.25 : 1.25 : 1.25 
: ".40 : ' .40 : . 40 
,:...-1 .25 -.. , : 1.2.5 : 1.25 
.: .40 : ', .35 : .35 ' 
: .60 : . 60 : .60 
: .50 : .50 : .50 
: 1.40 : 1.40 : 1.40 
: 1. 25 ". : 1 • 1 5 ... : ,' 1.2.5 '; 
: 1.25 : 1.25 : 1.25 
~ 
: ' 1.00 : 1.25 ·'· : , 1.25 
: ' .35 : .35 : .35 , 
" .. ... ~ 
Wallins Cr. Graded 
8. Bullitt County 
, '~ LebanonJ'ct. Graded 
Shepherdsville " 
9. Estill County 
, ' " '" 2"" " ,. . : ":it '~70 _ ... ",'-: . ~ · 1.00 .~ _ .... ,. : -1. ~ .\ .. _ ... ~. 
: .'10 : .85 ,' : .85 
Irvine City 
Ravenna Graded 
10. ru.ckr!l8n County 
11. Ballard n 
12. Clay n 
Manchester Graded 
13. Clinton County 
Albany Gr aded , 
14. Jackson County 
~.5 . Owsley " 
Booneville Graded 
," " Buok Creek " 
16. Elliott County 
: . .50 -- : - • .,50 ~ '-."- r : :,.: '"=" .50 r 
: 1.45 : ' ,.50 : 1.50 
: 1.00 . ' : ',1.00 .. : ' . 1 .25 
: . 50 : .50 : .50 
: .'15 : .'15 : .'1.5 
: .'10 : .70 : .'15 
: .85 : .85 : .8.5 
: .'15 : .'15 : .'1.5 
: 1.25 : 1.25 : 1.25 
: .'15 : .'15 : .75 
: .52 : ' • 52 : ./5 
: 1.25 : 1.25 : 1.2.5 
: .'15 : .'15 ' : ' .75 
: ' .'1.5 : .'15 : .'1.5 
if Taken f ron the annual s ta. tis t1ca l reports,- f iled. in t he orrioe 
ot t he StE.te ::u er:'.ntcno. ent of l'ublic Inst:-u.ct i on . ~' 
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! fifty cents. Washington County also l evied %ifty cents. ' The group 
{ o,f counties ratlking high in ab1lity levied from thirty-r ive 
• 
I ! 
1 
r 
. i 
~ 
cents to seventy-five cents, J efferson being the only one to reach 
seventy-five cents and it not until 19;0-;1. The group of oounties 
ranking low in aoility are all making a greater efrort than 
, ' 
Washington to finance eduoation, when the tax rate, on the assessed 
value of property, is taken as a measure of effort. 
~, 
The city and graded sch 01 districts present another pioture. 
The rates ranged from twenty-five cents in the Anchorage system to 
l $1.50 in the Irvine city schools. In m~st oases the jndependent 
districts carry a higher tax rate than the county systems. In 1928-
! 29 and 19;0-;1 the tax rate for the graded school in Washington 
1 
• 
• • , 
; < I , 
! 
• 
I 
r 
1 . 
r I. ; 
Count y was dOUble the rate for the county schools. The income yield-
ing power or property in towns and cities seems to be gre~ter thaD 
that of the rural property; so, in some cases at least, county sys-
tems with ' low rates are making an effort equal if not greater than 
, 
that made by the towns and cities. The effort to support education 
might be less if Washington County had a county-wide sy t em of 
schools. This would eliminate one set of administratora, Cthua low-
, , r 
ering the cost cf administration. It would be possible and ' ~ractl~ 
cal to have one superintendent to admjnister and supervise the ~-
tire system of schools. In ~ systems in' this state one superin-
tendent has charge of a larger system than the combined schools or 
Washington County. 
The tax rates for purposes other than education in Washington 
County , are as follows: county fifty cents, state thirty cents,and 
roads ten cents. This county has a bonded indebtedness of $70.000, 
which is not high for e county with the resources it has. The writer 
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62 
was unable to' get the tax rates for all purposes for counties other 
• 
than Washington . 
Chapter summary. - An attempt to measure effort has been made 
by using the rollowing bases: receipts from taxes, amount spent on 
roads and general purposes; total amount spent for eduoation, total 
. 
amount spent for current expenses ot education, per cent of current 
expenses distributed according to the six maJor character claSSifi-
catiOns, tax rate for educational purposes, and tax rate for all 
purposes. 
. 
The ~lmmary of these etforts is listed in the following table. 
Summary ot Effort 
Washington County 1928-29 1929-30 
$ 
1930-31 
$ $ 
Per capita taxes 6.33 
Range o~ sixteen counties .68-18.32 
7.46 
.93-21.87 
26.00 
7.53 
1.09-23.b~ 
26.00 
44.00 
Per census child taxes 22.00 
Per Average Daily At t • 3.5.00 
County roads 
General purposes 
53,037.00 
35.913.00 
Total cost ot educa- 111,329.00 
tion 
Current expenses of 
education . 
87,942.00 
.- .. ·~.-1. 
Per cent ot current expenses 
a. General 6ontrol 4.3~ 
b. Instruotion 84.& 
c. Operation ot plant 4.7 
d. Maintenance ot n 4.3 
e. Anxiliery agencies • • 7 
f. Fixed charge s 1 .2 _. 
Tax rate for schools 
a. County system 
b. Graded district 
!ax rates for purposes 
a. County 
. b. State 
c. Roads 
$ • .50 
• 1.00 
other than 
$ • .50 
.30 
.10 
.. 
. . 
. 4} .00 
20,834.00 
68,81:12.00 
105,919.00 
86,095.00 
.# - ., 
.. - . .. ... ...... -
4.4~ 
81..1 
4.2 
4.9 
5.1 
.2 
$ .50 
.1l5 
education 
$ .50 
.30 
.10 
-. " 
26,823.00 
42 ,150.00 
110 ',1.50.00 
92,6.50.00 ~ 
_. 
7.9f. 
77 • .5 
4.0 
• 4.8 
4.7 
. 1 • l ' 
$ • .50 
1.00 
$ • .50 
.,0 
.10 
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CHL'PTER IV 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 
-.... 
... . .... 
,. .-. 
It is generally agreed that it is the dut of the state to 
1&2 • 
finanoe publio eduoat1on. However, the eduoational program of a 
~. , 
oounty oan be determined by the county aa long as it meets the 
state's minimum requirements. Mort lists the following as criteria 
3 
for ohoos ing the elements of a minimum educational program: 
1. "An educational undertaking found in all oomunmi-
ties i n the state when the equalization program takes ef-
feot should be included in the minimum program. 
2. • When, Decause of conditions over which the looal 
community has little or no oontrol, supplementary undertak-
ings are neoessary in order to make 1t poss ible to carry on 
any aotivity chosen under the first principle above, these 
undertakings should be inoluded in the minimum program. 
}. n When additional o~erings are required in order 
to" supply educational returns oommonly expeoted l"rom the 
minimum program but whioh, because of oonditions over 
which the looal community has little or no oontrol, may 
not be expected to materialize, these additional und~r­
takings should be included in the minimum program. 
4 . " If there is reason to believe that the inclu-
sion of any element in a minimum program will have any 
other than a salutary effeot upon the eduoational offer-
ing in any oommunity or will bring about harm that s out 
of proportion to the good involved in inoluding it ~ the 
bu2 l en to be equalized, it should be omitted from the ~­
imum program." 
, ~ . .0#. ~."l '=' • 
. .. .... . 
~ . 
. 
An attempt is made here to present the educational program of 
".l ~ l ... -1. • 
Washington County as it is and as it should be, under the follow-
, . ' 
" 
ing headings: administration and supervision, teaohers, size of 
.. . 
sohools or pupil-teaoher ratio, term, type of organization, cur-
riculum, transportation, bui ldings and equipment, and oost of suoh 
,t 
Eaul,R. ~rt, op. Cit., p. 3. 
2 , 
'Be'rt R. Smith , OPe cit., p. , . 
, ~ 
Paul R. y~rt, OPe cit., p. 8. 
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. ' 
" Agministration and superyieion.-- - Administration and super-
vision lave been done in Washington County _ two persons, ' the 
County Superintendent and the Superint endent of the Springfield 
r_ ; .; • • • - -t 
Graded School. At the preoent ' t~e (1932) there is no superintend-
. ' . 
ent ' empl oyed in the Springfield Graded School. The County Superin-
. 
tendent is forced to do his offioe and stenographio work, and 
· there~ore has little time to devote to supervision. His salary is 
· .' ~. ~... -
$2000 per year. - ' .. . "." .. . , 
The county more nearly constitutes an adequate unit of ad-
. . 4 
ministration than any other existing political unit; therefore, 
... -' -, 
all schools in Washington County should be under the County Sys-
" 
tem. One superintendent with a Master of Arts degree in school 
- " 
. . 
arlministration should head t he system. He should be aSSisted by 
a Count y Supervisor and an o~ice clerk, each' trained for the 
-
service. Their salaries should be in keeping with their train-
- . 
ing, experi ence, and duties • 
- - -
· . Teachers. -- WaShington County had ninety-eight " teachers in 
- .; . . . . 
1930-~1, seventy-nine in the elementary field and nineteen in the 
~ _.. ..- ~ - •• •• ~ - .... ~ .; • .- . . ... . .... J ' . • • ". 
high schools. Twelve of these teachers were graduates of a tour 
- -. - - . ," ~ .. -. -, "'." . 
year colleg'e, "nine had as mUch as three years of ' o allege , twenty-
~~~ had as much as two; ye";;'~" of oolleg~, twenty-nin~"' had &II lIIIloh 
as one ' year of college; twenty-seven less thsn one year of 0 .01-
. , " 
lege, and one no college work. These ninety-eight teachers drew 
4 
Howard A. Dawson, "Financing a Comprehensive Program of El.emelil-
, t ary Education", Peabody Journal of Educatiop, Vol. 9, No.6 
(May, 19}2), p. 3}0. 
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a total of $71,329 in salaries. This was an average salary of 
about $729 per ear per teaoher. The average annual salary of 
elementary teaohers in Maryland and Louisiana w~s, aooording to 
Dawson, $11.50 and $983 r espeotively. This was less than the av-
erage f or Federal employees or the average earnings of wage earn-
ers. Dawson also reports that Bolen M •. Irby of the .Arkansas State 
Department of Education has shown that, in Arkansas, .. the m1n11!!t1m 
amount of money on whioh teaohers oan mainta in standards of liv-
ing and make a reasonable amount of professional progress is $1200 . 
. 
The median sa lary of rural elementary sohoo~ principal.8 ,.of :rif-
teen southern states was $16}0 in 192.5. Elementary teaohers should 
reoeive $1200 per year and principals $1600 per year as a mi n3mnm 
6 
~ salary. These figures used by. Dawson were made before .the 
/ 
~enera1 decline in pr1ces. The index number of wholesale ~rioes, 
including 784 commodities based on 1926 as the normal year, aver-
7 
aged 65 for t he r i rst ten months of 1932. One would be safe in 
predicting the yearly average ror 1932 to be not Qver 6.5 • . ~ . one 
appl ies this index number to the suggested salary of $1200 one 
, 
3ees that $780 in 1932 is equal in buying power to . ~1200 tn .1926 • 
. . !his study i s suggesting $75 as the minimWll monthly salary 
.' 
f or t eachers in Wa shington County. The minimum any teaoh~r would 
receive under this system would be $67.5 per sohool year Of. nine 
months. The mBxjl/IWll oould be set at $1000 per year. Principals . 
should receive from $300 to $400 per year extra for supervision • 
. 
Bie~iel Repcrt of t he SuperintendeDt or 
Pert II (Frankfort , June }O,1931 ), p . 130. 
Publio Instruotion, 
6 
~oward A. Dawson, OPe cit., p ~ 3~8. 
? 
Unit ed States Department of Labor, Bureau of 
"Whol e sale Pri ces" , l!onthly Lebor Reti evr , Vol. ( December, 193 2). p. 14.51 .. - - -
. '. J .. -
• 
Labor Statistie •• 
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Prinoipals here ~'e thought of as teaohing prinoipals. 
In light of the standards set u~ by most of the state de-
partments of eduoation and by & very large major ity of c1ty sys-
tems, it appears that all teaohers should have as a minimllID at 
least two years of professional trai ning above graduation f rom 
, , 
a four-year high soh.ool. Pr1nc'ipals should have three or more 
-years of teaohing experienoe in addition to the miniw'ID training. 
It is diffioult from the praoti oal point of view to defeDd a 
standsrd of four years training abowe high school in a state-wide 
system. The number of teaohers with suoh training is iDadequate 
and in many seotions the inability to pay taxes, ooupled, ~th a 
. 
defioient taxing system, makes ,it .improbable that 
aries oould be paid those whose training met that 
adequate sal-
8 
standsrd. How-
, ver, when a county has the available teachers and reve~ to pay 
for the services of suoh qualified instruotors it is deSirable to 
seoure them. At present th~ two-year miniIIIUIII oould be put into ef-
fect in WaShington County at least in the seleotion of DBW teach-
ers for the system. . 
.. . 
Si ze of schools or pupil-teaoher ratio.-There were seventy-
nine elementary and nineteen . high school , teaohers .. in Wash1 ngton 
County in 19}0-} 1. The total elementary, enrollment in this period 
was 2540 pupilS or ~2.1 pupils per e:i.:ementary teaoher. There were 
}76 high school pupils enrolled in this same year or 19.1 pupils 
per high school teaoher. A still better measure of teaoher-need ~B 
the number of pupils in a.erage daily attendance. In 19}O-';1 there 
was a total of 2172 pupils in average daily attendanve, 1842 ale-
8 
Howard A. nawson, op • oi t., p. 326. 
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. 
mentary and 330 high sohool. The seventy-nine elementary teaohers 
had 23.4 pupile in average daily attend~e per teacher and the 
nineteen h1gh sohool teachers had 17.3 pupils per teaoher in av-
e~~e daily attendanoe. 
a ~e statistics. in our better cit7 . • ohool sya-
t4mB, and in the states maintaining the oounty unit 
syatelll., such as Louisiana and Iotaryland. as well &8 
su.oh experimental studies as have been oonducted in-
dicat e that about thirty-fiTS to forty pupils should 
oonstitute a teaohing Unit. The aoceptable standard 
seems to be about forty enrol led pupils whioh Will 
uBU£l.lly mean about thirty-five pupils in average 
daily attendanoe." 9 
.&.ccepting the for egoing statement as the pu,pil-teacher ratio 
one .. finda :l that instead of Washington County requiring ninety-
eight teachers as it now has it needs a total of seventy-four 
teachers if one uses the enrolled pupils as a guia.. .. or only 
ab if~t sixty-two teaohers if one uses the pupils in averag~ daily 
attendance as the guide to pupil-teacher ratio. This would elim-
inate at least one-fourth or the teaohers. Since 77 per oent of 
the current expenses wen~ for salaries of teaohers , in 1930-;1 this 
would enable the "county to effect a saving of the salaries of twen-
ty ~our teacners, or one-fourth of the total number. In "1930-;1 
there was 'expended for. instruotion salaries . $71 .• 329. One-t'ourth o:t 
this would be $17,832.25. This reduction in the number of teachers 
seems to be the way for teachers' salaries to be _increased. 
There were over 750 oensus children not enrolled in the pub-
lic schools of Washington County in 1930-31; however, some of these 
were enrolled in parochial schools. There was about the same number 
enrolled but Lot in daily attendance. These 1500 pupils do not re-
• 
Ibid., p. 329. 
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quire the servioes of teachers; so i t seems that it would be better 
for the oount to estimate the teache~-need by the pupils 1n aver-
&&e daily attendanoe than by' t he number of pupils listed in the 
oensu9. ~he educat ional standard of the oounty could be raised if 
r-, . 
these non-enrolled and non-attend1Dg pupils oould be brought ~nto 
. . 
echoo~B taught by trained teaohers. Enrollment and attendance 
might be improved by consolidated schools with a provisi on f or pu-
pil transportation, since it 1s to be expected that transportation 
. . . 
improves attendance. !his study will attempt to determine the pup~l-
teacher ratio by t he enrolled pupils. The average daily att~ndBDce 
iB not available for the seventh and eighth grades separate !rom 
other grades, and, since these grades are to be placed with the 
high Bchools, enrollment instead of average daily attendance is 
used. 
Washington County had fif ty-four elementary schools in 1930-
-;1. or these thirty-eight "".ere one-teacher schools. The Spring-
field Graded School had eight elementary teaohers and the fifteen 
r emainin& ones had two or three teachers each. None of he oounty 
elementary s chools had over three teaohers • 
. 
!here were eight high schools ' in the county in 19;0-31 ; Ot 
. ' . 
this number only t wo were nAn class high schools. One was "B" 
class and t h e other five were ' Dapproved high schools", with one 
," 
• 
- -full time teacher and an offerin& of two or three years of high 
. 
school work. Part of the high school teach1n& was done in ~oh 
cas e by the teacher .o.t the upper gradea. 
In 1930-;1 the total enrollment in these eight high schools 
10 ' . 
_ IS 376 pupils. Over one-hal:! o:! the"e pupilS were in t he Spring-
10 . 
Kentucky Public School Directory, 
cat ion , Y·::-l:.;:. l:-fort, pp . . 75 -76 . . 
1 9~Er-:;1. Departme'nt of Edu-
-
- . 
- . 
. 
tield High School. None of the oounty high sohools had as many a s 
fifty pupils enrolled. The five "approved high schools" had a to-
tal ot eighty-two pupils or an average ot 16.4 pupils per school . 
!he range was from thirteen to twenty-one. 
!he 8i&e of t he IIchool to be maintained need not neoessar11y 
affeot the cOllt of the eduoational program, but as a matter ot 
faot it does. It appears to be the oonsensus of opinion that the 
elementary school should have not less than s1x teaohers, - and 
should be 110 a.rra..nged that a teaoher will not have more than one 
grade. In general, the minimum sir;e of the six-year elementary 
sohools should be from 200 to 250 pupils with six class-room 
11 
teaohera. 
In the light ot the above one would be safe in saying that 
WashinGton County needs a closing and oonsolidating progr~m. It 
appears to the writer, after a somewhat superficial survey, that 
immediate rel i ef might be had by olosing the "approved high sohools" 
within the county and sendlng the pup1ls to one at the three tour-
year high 8chools. Thi s plan would allow the one-teacher 80hools 
to consolidate with the eleme tary schools at the "approved high 
school" plants. These small high schools haTe aided, in a "11&7, in -
bringing about the consolidation whioh has been aooomplished, but 
they should give away to allow further consolidation . fhe one-and 
two-teacher schools of the entire county could be consolidated,the 
size of t hese consolidated Bohools to be determined by the density 
of the population end by t he aooessibility of t he plant. 
. . 
In 1930-}1 WashiIlE.-ton County had 2.540 pupils enrolled in 1t. 
11 
Howard A. Dawson, op. oit., p. 329 • 
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elementary sohools . In this same year there were 345 pupils en-
13 
rolled in the seventh and eighth ~es of the entire oounty . 
fhere are left in the first six grades 2195 elementary pupils. 
With a oounty-wide consolidation program these 2195 elementary 
pupils oould 'be enrolled in nine elementary sohools. moh of these 
sohools .auld haTe six teachers and there woul.d be approx;lmately 
forty pupils per teaoher. 
Since it would be logioal for the elementary school at Sp~1ng­
field to be larger than the others, the writer suggests eight ele-
. 
mentary sohool s with the proTision that the one at S:pringfield be 
twice the size of any one of the others. ~ese eight oonsolidated 
elementary sohools oould be located at KaokTille , Willisburg. Texas. 
Maud, Fredericktown. and Kirkland. with two. one wh1.te and one 
colored, at Springfield. This one oolored school woul:d:"ll14'e-' ror 
the 255 enrolled colored pupils. A two-teacher high school in con-
nection with the colored elementary school shoul.d be maintained • 
• 
Three other six-year high schools shoul.d be locate~ at Springfield. 
Willisburg. and Mackville. The acoompanyiDg map giTes the exact 
location ~f these plaoes. The total number of high school pupils 
wae 376 in 1930-31. Thie number. plue the sennth and ei&hth 
" grades, or a total of 721 enrolled pupils put into four high 
schools would proTide"180 pupils for each schcol. Again this dis-
tribution woul.d not be equal Since there woul.d be only f1!ty-thre.e 
colored children enrolled in ~e seTenth and eighth grades and in 
the high school which is maintained for them. After subt~ing 
12 
• 13 
Kentucky School Directory 1930-31, o~. cIt., pp. 75-76. 
He orde on file in the of .fioe of the SuperIntendent • 
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71 
the fifty-three colored pupils from the total there are lett 666 
white pupils to be put into the wh i t e high schools. ~hese qually 
i' di vided among the three six-year nigh sohools would plaoe 22'; in 
each school. Six teachers per school could teach this number and 
have fewer than forty pupils each. This would provide ~or a 
, , , 
county-wide school system w1th seventy-four teaohers teaohing in 
, 
a consolidated 8~hool, each teaching one grade and having approx-
imately forty ohildren per teacher. It has not yet been proved 
14 , 
that f orty pupils are too many for one teacher . 
Length of schoo term. - The length- of the sohool term in 
. -
Washington County varies. It is twenty-ejght weeks ~ the one-and 
., 
two-room schools of the county, th1rty-two weeks in some ot the 
consolidated schools, and th1rty-six weeks in part of the consol-
ida~ed schools ,and in the Springfield Graded ,School. 
, ' 
~ract1ces in our better school systems, as well as expert 
op i nion of ~uthorltle8.are unanimously in favor of having schools 
. 1,5 
; open at least thIrty-six weeks each year." 
- ' 
'. 
Accrediting associations have determined the m1ni~ length 
, I 
ot term for high sohools, which 1s thirty-sLx weeks appron-
., : 
mately that. Since high schools serve a small per oent o~ the 
. . , .... ~ .. ~ ~. ~ .-
school population, whereas the elementary schools serve a large 
f' • • • t . 
per cent of the school population, the ~l~mentary schools shauld 
" 
"l" :""a 
be open at least as many weeks as the high schools.' This stud.y 
suggests the length of the school term to be thirty-six weeks in 
both elementary and h1gh sohool. 
14 
1,5 
Paul R. Mort, OPe cit., p. 1,5. 
Howard A. Dawson, OPe cit'-, p. 328. 
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~ypes of 0rsBpizat iona.-- At the present time the sohools of 
Washington County are organize~ on the elght-~our plan. 
a T~ends as well as enlightened praotices and modern studies 
of child development indicate that the most acceptable type ot or-
" 16 
ganization is the six-year elementary school." 
The writer suggests that the' sohools o~ Washington County be 
re-organized on the six-six plan, as outlined in this chapter. 
Cllrrl.smJl1m. - At p!"esent the curriculum s8ems to be tollow-
ing the traditional one. The oourses of .- studies as outli.ned by 
the State Department of Education are beillg followed, to a oer-
tain extent at least, by the county system of schools. 
Ther e should be a curriculum re-organization program, which 
would institute the teaching of the seven cardinal prLuciples ot 
. 17 
education. Curriculum revision becomes necessary in this change 
" from t he traditional eight-four plan of school organizations to 
the new SiK-six plan. 
TrepspolYation.-- At present transportation is not furnished 
in any of the dis r icts in the oounty. 
, , 
Schools organized as set forth in this study will be too far 
from the homes of many of the children for them to wa.l.k; therefore 
• • 
• ~ , . 
transportation must be furnished t publio expense. Transportat ion 
-
~ .. " .. 
is aocepted as one of the neoessary fUnotions to be perrormed ~ 
, 18 
the equalization of the educational opportunities. In the S~uth-
ern states, it seems that every ohild who lives over two ~es 
16 
Ibid., p. 328. 
11 
"Cexdinal Principles of Secondary Education", Bulletin No. 35, 
u.S. Bureau of Education, Washillgton, 1918, p. , 11. ' 
18 
Roward A. Dawson, op. cit. , p. 330. ,, _ _ ._ 
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from the sohool buildi ng should be transported at publio expense. 
This would oost, n the average $22.,0 per pupil transported, per 
19 
year. !ransport ·ion oost in the above statement seems to be high 
for ce~al Kentuoky with its good roads. It is estimated that 
ove one-half of the students will need to be transported, and it 
lIeemB that $1, per student, per year, would oare for the transpor-
tation problem. Transportation routes should be worked out by the 
8aper1ntendent and board of eduoation after a s~ of roads and 
other faotors involved has been made. Aooording to the 1932 index 
nwnber $1, in 1932 has a greater buying power than $22.,50 had in 
1,,6. 
Buildings 'nO eqn1pment.-- At . present the school buildin~s 
in Wash1.llgton County are of various styles and types. Equipment 
20 
1s not adequate. Few mater1als are fUrnished by the boa~is of 
eduoation. With a county-wide consolidation program the equipment 
could be ~8ed more economically, for instead of many laboratories 
to furnish there would Qe three, one for eaoh high school. This 
study dces not attempt to determine the equipment necessary, nor 
does it attempt to arrive at the needed additions of new build-
inp. -
-:. t; .. .. 
Cost.-- Salaries for instructIon is the big item in a . school 
~ 
system. In Dawson's s he suggests 64.4 per cent of the total. " 
21 
current expenditures as the cost ot instruction. In t~e light of 
the minimum amounts set up in an earlier paragraph of this stuQ 
one might expect the cost of instruction to be as follows: the 
19 
20 
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Personal observation made while visiting these schools a • . 
attendance officer. 
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. lower quartile of teaahers or nineteen teaohers at an average sal-
ary of $725 per year would amount to $1;,775, the middle fifty or 
thirty-eight te ohers at an average of $825 per year would amount 
to $}o,525, and the upper quartile or eighteen teachers at an av-
erag salary of $925 per year or $16,650 • .Add to these the $}OO or 
$400 per year that the eleven teaching principals receive for Ba-
pervision or $;,850 and the total salaries of instruction wo~d 
amount to $64,800. This is less than was paid for these services 
in 19;0-;1. If one allows the $64,800 t~ be 64 per cent of the 
current expenditures this system wou1d have $101,250 per 'year to 
operate on. This is considerably less than the county has spent 
in any of the three years included in this study. 
Dawson ~e~ts the following distribution of the per cents 
of ourrent expenditures in a system fUrnishing transporta~1on: 
general control 2.} per cent, operation of the plant 6.2 pe~ oent, 
maintenanoe o! the plant '5., per oent, auxiliary agencies 22.7 per 
22 
cent, and fixed charges 1.4 per cent. It is thought by the writer, 
ae well as by some authorities, that the above estimate is too 
. . 
, 
high for auxiliary agenoies; so the writer is suggesting that 2.7 
per . cent or this 22.7 per cent be moved from auxiliary agencies 
to general control. This would then give that division sufficient 
funds to employ the perintendent, the sUpervisor, and the clerk 
as suggested in the first part of this chapter. If it should be-
come nece Sary to make ~ re-distribut1on of the total current ex-
penditures in order to fit this program to the oounty there is no 
sacred rule to ~revent this from being done. 
22 
Ibid.. p. ;;2. 
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The cost of the new buildings or addit i ons that will be 
needed should be estimated aft er plans and speoifioations have 
been worked out by the superi ntendent in oooperation with the 
State Supervisor of School Buil dings. SLnoe these are ~y 
f inanoed by a bond issue they need not be fUrther oonsidered in 
this educational program. 
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ChApter RJ1mwrv. -.An attempt has been made in this chapter 
to present an educat i onal program by treating the following t op-
ics: administration and supervision, teachers, size of schools, 
length of term, type of organizatIon, ourriculum, t~nsport~tion, 
b .... i ldings and. equipment, alld cost. 
The oounty bas been suggested as the unit of administration. 
Sixty-four hours of college work has been recommended as the 
min1wun for all teachers. A reduction in the number of teachers 
has been ._suggested. The minimum salary of seventy-five dollars 
, 
per month has been suggested f or all teachers. 
Enrollment in the elementary schools was 32.1 pupils per 
teacher, There were 23.4 pupils in average daily attendanoe per 
teacher. The high schools had 19.7 pupils enrolled 'per teacher 
and..- 17.3 pupils in average daily attendance per teacher. Forty 
enrolled pupi ls per teacher has been reco~ended as the pupil-
teaoher ratio in all school • 
It is recommended that the "approved high schools" be abol-
ished, and that the f our-year high sch ools be converted into six 
year schools. 
The length of the school t~rm was found to be from twenty-
eight to t hirty-six weeks. Thi s stU4Y reopmmends thir\Y-s~ weeka 
... 
. --
_. 
< 
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as the minimum term ~Gr all schoole. 
At pres nt the sohools are organized on the eight-four plan. 
This educational program proposes theIr re-organization on the 
8ix-au plan. 
Curr~oulum re-organiu.tion 18 proposed to oare for the new 
t7Pe o~ organization. 
At present transportation is not furnished. School buildings 
located as proposed in this etudy would neoessitate transportation 
o~ part of the pupils. 
Cost of buildings and equipment as well as other oapital out-
lay has not been estimated in this study. The oost of th1s pro-
posed program ~ould be apprOximately the same as the cost of the 
present program. Thus the oounty has the ability to finanoe it 
without additional effort. 
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CRAPTER V 
. 
GENERAL SUl!MARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Th~ problem is to determine t he ability and effort made by 
Waahington County. to f inance its educational progzam, to analyze 
the present program, and to offer an educational program based 
on its ability. 
Ability is defined as the units of economic power back of 
each unit of educatio~ work to be performed. It ,is m~asured 
" in terms o~ assessed ealth, true ·wealth. ~Qme, and index of , 
I 
I 
economic resources per capita, per school census child. and per 
child in average daily attendance. A combination of wealth and 
income is acoepted as the safest of these four measures o~ 
abil1ty. 
Assessed wealth per child in average daily attendanoe 1s 
as follows: $4411 in 1 928-~9, $5521 in 1929-30, and $5363 in 
1930-51. True wealth per child in average daily attendance was 
found to be $7189 in 1924-25. $5805 in 1928-29. $7079 in' 1929-
,0, and 6165 in 1930-3'. Income was found to be $210 per cap1ta 
. 
in 1926 and $243 in 1930. Income per census ch1ld w&s $8.56 in 
1926 and $837 in 1930. Income per child in average dailyattend-
ance was $1249 in 1926 and $1409 in 1?30. ~he index of economio 
resouroes was $111 per capita, $453 per census chiid, and $660 
per child in average daily attendAnce in 1925-26. In 1929-50 
the index of economic resources was as follows: $127 per oapita, 
$439 per census child, and $741 per child in average daily at-
tendanoe. 
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Effort is defined as the tax .rate on the true value of prop-
erty. E:tfort i s measured by the amount of taxes paid per capita, 
per s~ool census child, per child in average daily attendanoe, 
amount spent for roads end general purposes, total expenditures 
for education, total current expenses of education. per cent of 
expenses distributed according to the six major character classi-
fications. tax rates for .educational purposes, and tax rates for 
purposes other than educaticn. 
Washingtcn County paid taxes amount1J::lg to $6.:;.; per capita • 
. 
in 1928-29, $7.46 per capita in 1929-30, and $7.53 per capita 
in 1930-31. The amount of taxes paid per census child was $22 
in 1928-29 and $26 in 1929-30 and 1930-31. !he amount of taxes 
paid per child in average daily attendence was $35 in , 928-29, 
$43 in 1929-30, and $44 in 1930-31. The total cost of edu~&tion 
in Washington County in 1928-29 was $111,329, in 1929-30 it was 
$105,919, and in 1930-31 it was $110,150. Current expenses of 
• 
education in 1928-29 was . $87.942 or 84.6 per cent o~ the total 
expenditures. In 1929-70 the current expelllles of education was 
$86,095 or 8'.1 per oent of the total expenses of education.In 
1930-31 the ourrent expenses o~ education was $92.650 or 77.5 
per cent of the total expenses of education. The tax rate for 
educational purposes was fitty cents during eaoh of the years ' 
~died, in the county system but the Graded School in Wasbjng-
ton County levied $1.00 in 1928-29 and 1930-31 and eighty-five 
cents in 1929-30. The rates for purposes other than education 
were as follows: county, ~ifty cents, state, thirty cents, and 
roads, ten oents. 
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An educational program is reoommended il:. terms of' its ad-
mini stration and supervision, the teaohers, the size of' sohools, 
~e length o:f' the term, the ty:pe o:f' organization, the curriou-
lum, the transportatiol'}, the build~e and equipment, and the 
cost. The oounty is suggested as the unit o:f' administration and 
supervision for all BO ools. The teaohers should have a minimum 
of sixty-four semester hours or college work. A reduct10n in the 
number ~ teaohers Is suggested. This eliminated about one-fourth I 
o:f' the total number o:f' teachers. Enrollment in the elementary 
schools is 32.1 per teacher, and in the high schools 19.7 per 
teacher. Forty pupi~s per teacher are suggested as the pup1l-
teaoher ratio. ConsolIdation o:f' the "approved high schools", as 
ell as that of all the thirty-eight one-teacher schools is reo-
ommended. The school term varies from twenty-eight to thirty-six 
weeks. Thirty-six weeks is reoommended as the minimum. Instead 
, 
of' the 8_4 plan as now exists, the 6-6 plan of' organization is 
suggested in this educational program. Currioulum re-organiza- -
tion is neoessary to oare for the new type of schools. Trans-
portation is not furnished , but with oounty-w1de oonsolidation, 
" " . 
as gnggested, transportation becomes necessary and is recom-
mended. 
Waehill6ton County ranks with the median group of counties 
in ability to support its eduoational program, and, since the 
effort it is now making would finanoe the proposed program, 
the acoeptance of the proposed eduoational program 1s reoom-
mended. 
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